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PROLOGUE 
Organizational theory will eventually 
have to include the psychological and 
sociological levels of analysis. Each 
of these is a discrete level with its 
own uniqueness. However the discrete­
ness cannot be fully understood without 
relating it to the other levels. 
Argyris, 1964:288 
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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
The discussion in Chapter I will include: (1) the 
research problem; (2) research objectives; and (3) the 
dissertation outline. 
The Research Problem 
The general research problem is the lack of a previous­
ly delineated explicit causal model of interorganizational 
relations (lOR) in which lOR is predicted from categories 
or conceptual areas of variables. Thus, the general ob­
jective of this dissertation is to construct a causal model 
for predicting and understanding interorganizational re­
lations (lOR) using categories of variables. A model 
allows the specification of relationships conceptually or 
mathematically, 'hich are found to "imitate, duplicate, or 
analogously illustrate a pattern of relationships in one's 
observations of the world" (Theodorson and Theodorson, 1969: 
261). A causal model allows for statements in a causal 
process that provide understanding (Reynolds, 1971:114). 
Blalock (1961:15) submits that causality may be conceptual­
ized in simplified causal models. 
Before developing a causal model of interorganizational 
relations several unstated assumptions should be pointed 
out. First, cooperative relations between organizations are 
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assumed by many people to be good. Second, lOR is an ef­
fective means for organizations to maximize their resources 
for change and innovation (Aldrich, 1970:8). Third, organi­
zations which draw on outside resources may have their 
autonomy reduced. Fourth, to the degree that organizations 
prefer autonomy they may engage in lOR only when resource 
needs cannot be met within the organization (Klonglan, 
Paulson and Rogers, 1972). 
The causal model of lOR to be developed in this dis­
sertation will include variables grouped by conceptual 
areas whose imp" "-^ance have been empirically demonstrated 
or suggested as important in past research on inter-
organizational relations (e.g., Aiken and Hage, 1968; 
Aldrich, 1970; Hall and Clark, 1969; and Klonglan and 
Paulson, 1971) as well as variables thought by the present 
writer to be related to lOR. It is noted here that this 
writer will use the terms "concept" and "variable" inter­
changeably to refer to factors which are related to inter-
organizational relations. Also, many social scientists 
regard theory as fundamental explanation and a model as a 
representation of reality (Kaplan, 1964). This general 
distinction applies to this dissertation in terms of complex 
organization theory. This distinction will not be used, 
however, when speaking of the model of interorganizational 
relations to be constructed. Dubin (1969:9), whose emphasis 
3 
is on model building (or analogously developing or construct­
ing) uses theory and model interchangeably to refer to 
"generated predictions about the nature of man's world". 
Following the development of any theory or model the theory 
or model should be tested empirically. From the present 
work will be constructed a model of interorganizational 
relations which should be tested in the future with 
data other than that used to build the model. 
Extensive theoretical and empirical work has been 
done to identify and specify variables thought to be direct­
ly and causally linked to interorganizational relations 
(e.g., Hage and Aiken, 1969; Levine and White, 1963 and 
Klonglan et al., 1971). These significant bi-variate re­
lationships have been used to construct causal models of 
lOR (i.e., Aiken and Hage, 1968; and Paulson, 1971). 
In sociology- many bi-variate relationships have been 
examined. An alternative to the use of bi-variate rela­
tionships is to place variables under general conceptual 
areas. If the specific variables are considered as repre­
sentative of a conceptual area or category, then it may 
be useful to determine the general impact of a total con­
ceptual area rather than to determine the impact of specific 
variables. 
Research efforts have often involved examination of 
structural variables. The focus in using structural 
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variables has, however, also been on bi-variate relation­
ships. Structural variables, as a conceptual area, are in­
cluded in this dissertation as part of the maintenance and 
perpetuation category. 
The dissertation product hopefully will be a causal 
model which is partially based on known specific variables 
related to lOR but which then categorize these variables 
into contextual, maintenance and perpetuation, processual, 
and personal categories. The category, contextual, re­
flects components of the organization's involvement in 
its environment or context. The category of maintenance and 
perpetuation reflects inherent structural components of the 
organization and components involved with the organization 
continuing as a system. The category, processual, reflects 
organizational decision components as to involvement of the 
organization- The category of personal reflects individual 
components of administrators who serve as boundary personnel. 
The categories of contextual, maintenance and perpetuation, 
and processual focus upon the organization as the unit of 
analysis. The personal category has the individual as 
the unit of analysis. 
To this author's knowledge, a causal model of inter-
organizational relations has not been built which in­
corporates the four categories or conceptual areas of 
variables. Differing disciplines and alternative theorists 
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and researchers have used personal components (i.e,, ad­
ministrative science has focused mainly on characteristics 
of administrators) and organizational components (i.e., 
sociology has tended to emphasize mainly structural 
characteristics of organization) but these have not 
been categorized and combined into a causal model to ex­
plain interorganizational relations. When personal 
components have been considered, they often have included 
only those associated with the administrator's role in the 
organization. This dissertation will also include components 
of the administrator which are independent of his organi­
zational role. 
The categories are conceptual areas which have within 
them subcategories or specific variables used to explain 
a phenomena such as lOR. In each of the conceptual areas 
it will be assumed the specific variables represent the 
total conceptual area. The specific variables used to 
represent a major area may not, however, be exhaustive of 
the domain of that conceptual area. 
Rationales for each category of variables and for 
subcategory variables being included in the respective 
category will be discussed in Chapter 2. Presenting 
rationales addresses the issue of levels of abstraction. 
Previously, less abstract specific variables have been 
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used to predict lOR. The model of lOR to be constructed 
moves the independent variables used to predict IOR up 
to a more abstract level of abstraction through categorizing 
subcategory variables. 
The subcategories or, interchangeably, the specific 
variables, for the contextual category are domain con­
sensus and competitiveness. The subcategory variables 
for the maintenance and perpetuation category are complexity, 
centralization, formalization, effectiveness, communication, 
size, goal specification, goal modification, resource 
level, service orientation, and organizational satisfaction. 
The subcategories in the processual category are intra-
organizational commitment and interorganizational commit­
ment. The subcategories in the personal category are age, 
education, marital status, social status, social partici­
pation, community stability^ and dissonance. 
In the present work, as well as in sociology as a 
discipline, "lOR" will be used in two ways. First, lOR 
is the specific variable to be predicted. Second, the 
term "interorganizational relations" is used to refer to the 
total model of both the independent variables (contextual, 
maintenance and perpetuation, processual, and personal 
categories) and the dependent variable (lOR). 
^Some scientists mav nrefer to use the terminology "length 
of residence" rather than "community stability". 
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This dissertation is considered to make four unique 
contributions. First, the causal model to be constructed 
incorporates variables from existing theory and research 
that measure important organizational components plus 
variables that measure personal (or individual) components 
of organizational administrators who serve as boundary 
personnel. Personal components are usually treated more 
or less independently of organizational components in 
studies of lOR. Second, the organizational components 
and personal components utilized are viewed as representa­
tive of four categories or conceptual areas which should 
be considered in predicting interorganizational relations. 
To this author's knowledge no one has tested a model pre­
dicting lOR from categories of variables. Third, the 
methodological approach to construct a causal model from 
variable categories is unique. The specific approach was 
suggested and developed by Dr. Richard Warren of the Iowa 
State University staff- The composites of contextual, 
maintenance and perpetuation, processual, and personal 
will be based on the specific variables in each category. 
In standard multiple regression procedures nonsignificant 
specific variables are deleted from the equation. In 
this dissertation, however, in using multiple regression 
procedures, all specific variables will remain in each 
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category in determining causal relations. In many re­
cursive causal models sequential relations are specified. 
In this work, however, the causal model is represented by 
multiple regression procedures with one dependent variable. 
Sequential recursive causal models require at least two 
dependent variables. The causal model was developed under 
the methodological direction of Dr. Richard Warren. 
Fourth, alternative methods of forming the composite 
will be evaluated. Usually, one method is used to form a 
composite. Five methods will be evaluated in this dis­
sertation to determine if the method of combining variables 
influences the prediction of lOR, The five approaches to 
be examined are composites using: (1) unstandardized items; 
(2) standardized items; (3) items within a category 
weighted by a criterion variable; (4) items within a 
category weighted by a criterion variable and by the rela­
tionship of the items with other items in other categories; 
and (5) items whose weights fluctuate according to the 
categories under consideration. Details of the five 
approaches are discussed in Chapter III, the Methods. 
The fifth approach will be used in evaluating the 
causal model because it allows for the greatest influence 
of lOR on the variable categories of any of the five ap­
proaches. The empirical results of the other four ap­
9 
proaches will be presented and discussed. The result of 
combining subcategories of variables into a category of 
variables, through any of the five approaches, will be 
referred to as a composite. The four composites are: 
(1) contextual; (2) maintenance and perpetuation; (3) 
processual; and (4) personal. 
Research Objectives 
The general research objective is more explicitly de­
lineated in the following specific research objectives: 
(1) to develop categories (conceptual areas) of 
variables predictive of lOR and to present a 
rationale for the inclusion of each category; 
(2) to delineate specific subcategory variables repre­
sentative of a variable category; 
(3) to develop a causal model of lOR in which IOR 
is predicted from the categories of variables; 
(4) to suggest alternative approaches for empirically 
combining subcategory variables into a category 
(composite); 
(5) to evaluate the relationship of each variable 
category to lOR; 
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(6) to evaluate the causal model of interorganiza-
tional relations, using empirical results from 
alternative composite approaches; and, 
(7) to discuss theoretical, methodological, and 
general implications of the findings. 
Dissertation Outline 
The theoretical orientation of the dissertation will 
be explicated in Chapter II. Complex organizations theory, 
the open systems perspective, interorganizational relations 
theory, the variable categories and subcategories, causality, 
and the constructed causal model will be discussed and 
interrelated. 
The focus of Chapter III will be the methods used in 
the present research. The data to be used, from the em­
pirical arena of smoking and health, will be discussed. 
Specifically, data sources and collection procedures as 
well as variable measures and statistical procedures will 
be discussed. 
In Chapter IV, the Findings and Discussion, empirical 
results and statistical evaluation of the predictiveness 
of the variable categories for lOR will be discussed. The 
focus of Chapter V, Implications, will be the theoretical 
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and methodological implications of the constructed causal 
model. In Chapter VI, the first five dissertation chapters 
will be summarized. 
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CHAPTER II. THEORETICAL ORIENTATION 
Theory is both the end product and the starting 
point of scientific research. On the one hand, 
the objective of all scientific endeavor is to 
develop a body of substantive theory, that is, 
a set of interrelated verifiable generaliza­
tions that account for and predict the empirical 
phenomena that can be observed. On the other hand, 
scientific research must be guided by a theoretical 
framework, that is, a system of interrelated con­
cepts that suggest theoretically fruitful lines 
of empirical investigation. (Blau and Scott, 
1962:8-9) 
Zetterberg (1965:22) extends this perspective on theory 
from including only interrelated concepts to "including 
systematically organized, lawlike propositions about 
society that can be supported by evidence...". This chapter 
will begin with concepts which can be included in lawlike 
propositions predictive of interorganizational relations-
The three specific purposes of this chapter are to: 
(1) present concepts and theoretical perspectives relevant 
to the development of a model of interorganizational rela­
tions; (2) develop categories of variables, delineate 
subcategories of variables, and discuss the importance of 
categories and subcategories for predicting lOR; (3) 
develop a causal model of interorganizational relations 
in which the variable of I OR is predicted from the categories 
of variables to be developed. 
To achieve these objectives the chapter will be organized 
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into five sub-sectors focusing on: (1) the general nature 
of complex organizations; (2) the contribution of open 
systems theory to the study of organizations; (3) theoretical 
and conceptual considerations in the study of interorganiza­
tional relations, including the consideration of organization­
al components; (4) the theoretical basis for considering 
individual components, the characteristics of boundary 
personnel, which might affect interorganizational relations; 
and (5) causality and measurement, including a constructed 
causal model of interorganizational relations. 
Complex Organization Theory 
The discussion of complex organizations will include: 
(1) definitions of complex organizations; (2) identifying 
characteristics of complex organizations; and (3) classifi­
cation of theories of complex organizations. 
Definitions of complex organizations 
"Complex organization" has been used synonymously 
with "large-scale", "bureaucratic", and "formal" organiza­
tion (Blau and Scott, 1962:7). Blau and Scott (1962:5) 
prefer the terminology "formal organization" which they 
define as "organizations that have been deliberately es­
tablished for a certain purpose". Brinkerhoff and Kunz 
(1972:xiv-xv) use complex organization to mean the estab­
14 
lishment of an organization for a certain purpose as well 
as "multiple hierarchical levels, multiple functions, or 
multiple role systems". Etzioni (1964:3) defines complex 
organizations as "...social units (or human groupings) 
deliberately constructed and reconstructed to seek specific 
goals". The terminology "complex organizations" will be 
used in this dissertation as it is assumed to incorporate 
the dimensions identified above by Blau and Scott, Brinker-
hoff and Kunz, and Etzioni. 
Characteristics of complex organizations 
Complex organizations are characterized, according to 
Etzioni (1964:3), by; (1) division of labor; (2) presence 
of one or more power actors? and (3) substitution of 
personnel. This definition is consistent with Blau and 
Scott's (1962:5) statement that: "If the accomplishment 
of an objective requires collective effort, men set up an 
organization designed to coordinate the activities of many 
persons and to furnish incentives for others to join them 
for this purpose". 
Caplow (1964:1-2), in defining organizations, lists 
five minimum characteristics which allow recognition of an 
organization: (1) a social system; (2) an unequivocal 
collective identity; (3) an exact roster of members, (4) 
a program of activity; and (5) procedures for replacing 
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members. 
Classification of theories of complex organizations 
Alternative conceptualizations of the theories of 
complex organizations have been presented in the literature. 
One which is broad enough to be exhaustive is Scott's (1964: 
489-490) scheme of three broad perspectives for studying com­
plex organizations. The first perspective, the behavioral, 
attempts to explain the individuals' behavior within the organ­
ization. The organization is thus viewed as an environment 
and a determination made to assess the organizational im­
pact on the behavior of individuals. Scott (1964:489) indi­
cates that March and Simon (1958) and Whyte (1961) exemplify 
this perspective. 
The concern of the second perspective, the structural, 
is explaining the structural features and social processes 
characterizing an organization. Scott (1964:489) indicates 
that Seashore (1954) and Udry (1959) use this perspective 
in their work. 
The third perspective, the ecological, focuses on the 
organization as a unit in a larger system of relations. 
Scott (1964:490) refers to Lieberson (1961) as an example 
of this perspective. 
This dissertation will include all three perspectives 
to some degree. The behavioral perspective will be somewhat 
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reconceptualized as the impact of the individual on the 
organization's relations with other organizations. Struc­
tural characteristics of the organization and relationships 
between an organization and its environment will also be 
incorporated in the model to be constructed. 
Scott (1969:2-4) has also developed a framework 
describing the major schools of organizational theory. First, 
classical theory deals with the formal structure of the or­
ganization and is allied with Weber's bureaucracy. Inter­
acting elements considered by classical organizational theory 
are: (1) division of labor as a process; (2) scalar and 
functional processes; (3) structure; and (4) span of 
control. The second school, the neo-classical, adds to 
classical theory by: (1) introducing the behavioral sciences; 
(2) treating the informal organization; and (3) modifying 
the classical elements. Systems theory was originally part 
of the neo-classical tradition, but now forms the core of 
the third school, the so called "modern school" of organi­
zations- Obviously, some overlap exists between schools. 
This dissertation will incorporate aspects of all three 
schools outlined by Scott; the first, the classical, as it 
involves structural organizational characteristics; neo­
classical as it is concerned more with the behavior of 
individuals; and the modern school as it considers the im­
portance of the environmental role and feedback into the 
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organizational system. The modern school has received less 
attention than the other two schools in the social sciences. 
Open systems theory, as the most developed thee j in the 
modern school (Scott, 1969), will now be discussed. 
Open Systems Theory 
In this section a general introduction to open systems 
theory will be presented and open systems theory will be 
applied to complex organizations. The question will not 
be addressed as to whether open system theory is a theory 
in terms of Blau and Scott's (1962) or Zetterberg (1965) 
definitions of theory. At the very least, open systems is 
an important framework or perspective to study complex 
organizations. 
Introduction to open systems theory 
Open systems theory is often used synonymously with 
"general" or "modern" systems theory. Irrespective of the 
terminology, the core of this theoretical thought seems to 
be the assumption of: 
An ongoing system of interacting components with 
an internal source of tension, the whole engaged in 
continuous transaction with its varying external 
and internal environment... (Buckley, 1967:128). 
Four of the key concepts needed to understand open systems 
theory are: (1) system; (2) component; (3) boundary; and 
(4) inputs. 
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A system is defined as "a set of components interacting 
with each other and a boundary which possesses the property 
of filtering both the kind and rate of flow of inputs and 
outputs to and from the system" (Berrien, 1968:14-15). 
Systems are thus viewed as accepting and responding to 
environmental inputs. Organizations which interact or 
which might interact are the systems considered in this 
dissertation. Each organization is a system and each 
organization is part of the larger system of two or more 
organizations. 
A component of a system 'functions to combine, separate 
or compare the inputs to produce the outputs" (Berrien, 1968: 
17). The key characteristic of a component is whether it 
interacts with other components in the system to produce 
an entity that is different from both the component inter­
action and from the inputs (Berrien, 1968:17). The components 
which interact to predict interorganizational relations are 
organizational and individual or personal components. 
The boundary of a system is the region separating that 
system from another system. It is distinguished by some dif­
ferences in the relationships existing among the components 
within the boundary as compared with relationships which occur 
across the boundary (Berrien, 1968:32). The boundaries 
discussed in this dissertation are between distinct organiza­
tions. Persons from one organization who interact with 
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individuals outside the organization, often members of other 
organizations, are boundary personnel (Haas and Drabek, 
1973:221). 
Berrien (1968:32) has delineated two kinds of inputs. 
Maintenance inputs prepare or maintain the system in its 
functioning. Signal inputs may evaluate the outputs or 
provide guidance for throughputs and are processed by the 
system. The inputs which have been processed through the 
system and are discharged from it are outputs. In this 
dissertation, variables indicative of maintenance inputs 
are included in the category called maintenance and 
perpetuation variables. It is assumed that signal inputs 
will effect lOR through decisions within the organization 
about the importance of selected goals and outputs and 
about the decision to engage in lOR- The output is inter-
organizational relations as indicated in the causal model 
of lOR. 
One of the key contributions of the open systems 
perspective is its emphasis on the importance of the environ­
ment. Open systems are in interaction with their environ­
ment. Open systems both affect their environment and are 
affected by their environment (Mayntz, 1964). 
20 
Open systems theory applied to complex organizations 
The advantage of open systems theory over classical 
theory for studying complex organizations has been emphasized 
by Rice (1963:183) . 
Classical organizational models are for the most part 
based on closed systems. The implicit assumption is 
made that the organizational problems of an enter­
prise can be analyzed by reference only to its inter­
nal environment and that any change in the external 
environment can be accommodated within the existing 
organization. That such as assumption is manifestly 
inappropriate is shown by almost all current prac­
tice. ... 
Rice (1963:197) and Emery and Trist (1965:1), as well 
as others, agree that open systems thinking is required to 
make a theory of organizations reflective of the dynamics 
of human experience. Katz and Kahn (1966) are among the 
writers who use open systems theory to study behavior in 
organizations. Lovan (1971) has used the Katz and Kahn 
(1966) conceptualization to develop a model of social change 
within an open system theory of complex organizations. 
A logical question in ascertaining the contribution 
of open systems theory is to ask what open systems theory 
specifically contributes to the study of complex organiza­
tions. 
Thompson (1967) addresses the issue of the contribu­
tion of open systems theory when he defines complex organiza­
tions as open systems. 
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...we will conceive of complex organizations as 
open systems, hence indeterminate and faced 
with uncertainty, but at the same time as sub­
ject to criteria of rationality and hence 
needing determinateness and certainty (Thomp­
son, 1967 :10). 
Carzo and Yanouzas (1967:13) emphasize the dimension 
of the interdependency of the element of the complex organiza­
tion when viewing it from the open systems approach. Pfeffer 
(1972:38) discusses data which indicate that "organizations 
attempt to manage their dependence on the environment". 
Organizations seek to obtain resources and to stabilize 
relations with other organizations in their environment. 
To do so, organizations may engage in interorganizational 
relations. 
Brinkerhoff and Kunz (1972:xiii) also emphasize the 
contribution of open systems theory to complex organizations. 
They point out the specific advantages and functions pro­
vided by the open systems theory. 
Both formal and informal elements must be taken into 
account if there is to be greater insight into organ­
ization. The open systems model of the organization 
attempts to do this.... An open systems approach... 
is characterized by the 'recurrence of activities in 
relation to the energic input into the system, the 
transformation of energies within the system, and the 
resulting product or energic output'. Unlike previous 
theoretical approaches, this one emphasized the re­
lationship of the organization with the environment, 
which included other organizations, natural resources, 
ideologies, etc. Open-systems theory suggests that 
the organization, which is the object of analysis, is 
only a part of the larger system, and is in continual 
interaction with the other parts of the system because 
it is dependent upon them for resources as input and 
for recipients of the output. 
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In the development of a causal model of interorganiza-
tional relations, this dissertation follows the conceptualiza­
tion of Brinkerhoff and Kunz, In other words, although 
organizations are the object of analysis, organization are 
part of the total system of organization. 
Interorganizational Relations Theory 
The purposes of this section are to discuss the: (1) 
past general theoretical treatment of interorganizational 
relations; (2) categories of organizational variables which 
have been used in theoretical and empirical studies to pre­
dict and understand lOR; and (3) specific organizational 
variables, identified as subcategories, which are part of 
the categories of variables, and which have been used in 
the theoretical and empirical study of lOR. The relation­
ship of each variable category to IOR will be hypothesized. 
The sub-sections in this section are: (1) definition of 
interorganizational relations; (2) the existing theoretical 
basis for lOR; and (3) general and specific variables 
used in empirically studying lOR. 
Definitions of interorganizational relations 
lOR, from a process perspective, has been defined as 
"the contacts which occur among members of an organiza­
tion's task environment" (Klonglan, Paulson, Rogers, 1972:1). 
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Task environment, as defined by Thompson (1967:27), based 
on Dill (1958), refers to the parts of the environment 
"relevant or potentially relevant to goal setting and goal 
attainment." lOR, for Thompson (1967), is interaction be­
tween boundary personnel. Finley (1969:1), however, 
defines interorganizational relations as "the set of paired 
or bilateral relations between two organizations". Each 
of these definitions of IOR is consistent with the open 
systems perspective. 
lOR has been divided by Thompson and McEwen (1958: 
23-31) into cooperation and competition. They subdivided 
cooperation into bargaining, cooptation, and coalition. The 
focus in this dissertation is on cooperative lOR- Other 
prominent organizational theorists, such as Aiken and Hage 
(1968), Finley and Capener (1967), Leadley (1969), Hall 
and Clark (1969), Levine and White (1963), and Blau (1964) 
appear to have taxonomies which are consistent with the 
one by Thompson and McEwen. 
lOR has been measured by Aiken and Hage (1968:914) by 
the number of joint programs carried out by an organization. 
Joint programs are seen by Aiken and Hage as indicating a 
relatively enduring IOR relationship and will be the measure 
of IOR used in this dissertation. Joint programs is con­
sidered by this writer appropriate as the measure of lOR 
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in an initial effort to construct a model of lOR- Future 
model construction, however, may need to include other 
measures of lOR. 
"Interorganizational relations", "interorganizational 
process", "interorganizational linkage", "systemic linkage", 
and "system linkage" are among the terms used interchangeably 
(Finley and Capener, 1967:1; Blau and Scott, 1962:214). 
The range of ideas related to these terms is indicative of 
why lOR as a subfield in the social sciences has been 
less highly regarded than it might have been. Evan (1965: 
218), specifically says interorganizational relations has 
been ignored because of the complexity of the problem due 
to alternative theoretical and conceptual perspectives. He 
notes, however, that: "The relative neglect of interorgan­
izational relations is all the more surprising in view of 
the fact that all formal organizations are embedded in an 
environment of other organizations as well as in a complex 
of norms, values, and collectivities of the society at 
large" (Evan, 1965:326). "It is only within the last ten 
years that significant theoretical work on organizations has 
begun to deal with interorganizational phenomena..." 
(Benson, Kunce, Thompson and Allen, 1973:3). White (1973b:2) 
discusses two major reasons why he believes IOR is only in 
a descriptive phase of development. First is the complexity 
of the phenomena and thus the practice by researchers of 
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giving nominal definitions to concepts. Second, there has 
been little work clearly stating how the measurement of 
variables is related to specific theories or theoretical 
framework. This dissertation analysis will measure variables 
using open systems theory. 
Theoretical basis for interorganizational relations 
Finley and Capener (1967) discuss how Parsons' and 
Loomis' works are related to interorganizational relations. 
Finley and Capener indicate that Parsons' (1951) emphasis 
on the four system problems of adaptation, goal attainment, 
integration, and latency requires inquiry into relations 
between organizations, especially relations concerned with 
securing resources through adaptation. Loomis (1961) was 
one of the first theorists to deal with lOR as systemic 
linkage. Systems linkage is the "process by which the ele­
ments of at least two social systems come to be articulated 
so that in some ways and on some occasions they may be 
viewed as a single system" (Loomis, 1961:16). Systemic 
linkage also relates members of at least two systems. 
A more recent framework for the study of interorganiza­
tional relations is exchange (Blau and Scott, 1962:214; 
Levine and White, 1963; Aiken and Hage, 1968). Aiken and 
Hage (1968:913) tie exchange to IOR when they indicate: 
"Most studies of organizational interdependence essentially 
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conceive of the organization as an entity that needs inputs 
and provides outputs, linking together a number of organiza­
tions via the mechanisms of exchange or transaction". The 
actual exchange is often handled by administrators in 
boundary positions. 
Organizational exchange is defined as "any voluntary 
activity between two organizations which has consequences, 
actual or anticipated, for the realization of their 
respective goals or objectives" (Levine and White, 1972: 
344). From an exchange perspective, the establishment of 
lOR is essential, under conditions of scarcity, in order to 
exchange resources and thus to perpetuate the organization. 
The exchange of resources, which would include both po­
tential inputs and outputs of a specified organization, 
is though to be essential to goal attainment (Levine and 
White, 1972). 
Variables used in empirically studying IOR 
To discuss cooperative interorganizational relations in 
this dissertation three categories of organizational vari­
ables will be delineated-
Contextual category Some conceptual considerations 
of lOR have involved the "environmental preconditions for the 
establishment of interaction" {Paulson, 1971:8). Most 
organizational systems appear to specify needs which must 
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exist before interaction can occur (Levine and White, 1963; 
Parsons, 1951; and Litwak and Hylton, 1962). The variables 
which reflect organizational components in the environment 
of an organizational system are labelled the contextual 
category of variables. 
The environment of an organization involves actual 
or potential interactions with other organizations. Thus, 
contextual variables are measured by: (1) obtaining the 
perceptions of a specific organization on its actual or 
potential interactions with other organizations in the en­
vironment of the specific organization; or (2) obtaining 
the perceptions of organizations in the environment of a 
specific organization about the actual or potential inter­
action of the organizations in the environment with the 
specific organization. Because future involvement in IOR 
may be influenced by past interactions with organizations 
in the environment it is hypothesized that the contextual 
category of variables will predict interorganizational 
relations. The first general hypothesis is 
G.H.I: The contextual category is related to 
interorganizational relations.! 
^The direction of relationship in the hypotheses in­
cluded in this dissertation will not be stated. The rela­
tionships are at a higher level of abstraction and do not 
allow for specification of a positive or negative relation­
ship. 
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Two subcategories of the contextual category of vari­
ables will be used in this dissertation to represent the 
contextual category. These two variable subcategories 
represent the perceptions between an organization and the 
other organizations in its environment or context. Domain 
consensus and competitiveness are the two subcategories of 
variables in the contextual category. 
Domain consensus Domain consensus is defined 
by Levine and White (1963:1190) as "the degree to which 
they (organizations) agree and accept each other's claims 
with regard to problems or diseases covered, services of­
fered, and population served". Thompson (1967:26) defines 
domain consensus more theoretically as a "set of expecta­
tions, both for members of an organization and for others 
with whom they interact, about what the organization will 
or will not do...it provides an image of the organization's 
role in a larger system, which in turn serves as a guide 
for the ordering of action in certain directions and not 
in others". Domain consensus is acceptance by other 
organizations in the environment of a specific organization 
of the domain staked out by the specific organization 
(Klonglan and Paulson, 1971). Thus, domain consensus indi­
cates the receptability of the environment of an organiza­
tion to carry out specified activities. This conceptualiza­
tion is consistent with the open systems perspective- It is 
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also consistent with the exchange perspective of Tropman 
(1974:149) that considers rights and prerogatives. A high 
domain consensus would allow an organization greater flexi­
bility in setting organizational objectives and in forming 
relationships with other organizations in the organizational 
system-
Braito, Paulson, and Klonglan (1972) draw inferences 
from empirical analysis to suggest that domain consensus 
is positively related to interorganizational relations. 
Klonglan and Paulson (1971) provide contingency table 
analyses which indicate a positive relationship between 
domain consensus and lOR. This writer is unaware of 
research testing a causal relationship between domain 
consensus and lOR. 
Competitiveness Competitiveness is defined by 
this writer as pursuit of similar goals or resources by 
two or more organizations. One organization obtaining 
the goals or resources will result in the reduction of 
goals or resources available to other organizations in the 
system. Competitiveness was not found to have been 
theoretically or empirically related to lOR. It would 
seem, however, that organizations in a highly competitive 
system would have more limited resources and thus be more 
willing to be involved in IOR to the degree that resources 
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could be obtained. Greater competitiveness might also indi­
cate strong commitment by boundary personnel to specific 
organizational goals which the boundary personnel are wil­
ling to pursue through involving their organization with 
other organizations. 
Maintenance and perpetuation category According to 
Aiken and Hage (1968:915), lOR is initially a function of 
intraorganizational factors. IOR conceptual orientations 
have infrequently focused on "the intraorganizational 
structural characteristics as preconditions for inter-
organizational relations" (Paulson, 1971:9). Hage and 
Aiken (1969), Evan (1966), Dill (1958), and Thompson and 
McEwen (1958) have devoted some attention to intraorganiza­
tional characteristics related to lOR. Aiken and Hage's 
(1968:15) emphasis on IOR as a function of intraorganiza­
tional factors is the basis for developing the variable 
category of maintenance and perpetuation. 
The variables in the maintenance and perpetuation 
category reflect organizational components of the organi­
zational system. The maintenance variables, complexity, 
centralization, formalization, effectiveness, communication, 
size, goal specification, goal modification, and resource 
level are often labelled structural variables (i.e., Aiken 
and Hage, 1968). The other subcategory variables, service 
orientation and organizational satisfaction, reflect 
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satisfaction with and orientation to meeting client needs. 
The maintenance and perpetuation variables reflect intra-
organizational components which the organization needs to 
continue functioning as a system. Subcategories of vari­
ables have been positively related to lOR- Because it is 
assumed the subcategories represent the category it is 
hypothesized that the maintenance and perpetuation category 
is causally related to lOR. 
G.H.2: The maintenance and perpetuation category is 
related to interorganizational relations. 
The specific variables representative of the maintenance 
and perpetuation variable category are: (1) complexity; 
(2) centralization; (3) formalization- (4) effectiveness; 
(5) communication; (6) size; (7) goal specification; (8) goal 
modification; (9) resource level; (10) service orientation; 
and (11) organizational satisfaction. 
Complexity Complexity is defined as "...the 
degree of internal segmentâtion-the number of separate parts 
of the organization as reflected by the division of labor, 
number of hierarchical levels and the spatial dispersion of 
the organization (Hall, Haas, Johnson, 1967:906). This 
definition is similar to Price's (1972:70): "Complexity is the 
degree of structural differentiation within a social system". 
Hage (1965:293) also appears to be in agreement with this 
definition- Hage and Dewars (1973:280) state that past re-
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scarch indicates complexity to be related to rates of program 
change. For example, Hage and Aiken (1970:xiii) say that an 
organization high on program change is also likely to be high 
on complexity. "Program change is defined as the addition 
of new services or products" (Hage and Aiken, 1970:13). 
Implementing new goals, agreeing to work with other organiza­
tions, and actual involvement in interorganizational rela­
tions are kinds of program changes and thus, by inference, 
complexity may be causally related to lOR. 
Etzioni (1964) refers to empirical data, including his 
own, which indicates that complexity is positively related 
to lOR. Aiken and Hage's (1968) research supported the 
hypothesis that complexity varies directly with interorganiza­
tional relations- Paulson (1971) found complexity causally 
related to interorganizational relations. 
Centralization The second maintenance and per­
petuation variable is centralization. Price (1968:60) states: 
"Centralization may be defined as the degree to which deci­
sion-making is concentrated among the members of a social 
system. In an organization, for example, the maximum degree 
of centralization exists when all the decisions in an 
organization are made by a single person; conversely, the 
minimum degree of centralization exists when each individual 
in the organization shares equally in the making of decisions". 
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Generally, centralization is "the degree to which power is 
distributed in a social system" (Price, 1972:43). 
Hage and Aiken (1970:15) and Corwin (1971:12) found 
centralization empirically positively related to inno­
vation. Interorganizations relations may be an innovation 
for an organization. Klonglan and Paulson (1971) present 
data descriptively which indicates that centralization is 
partially related to lOR. Aiken and Hage (1968) and Paulson 
(1971) found centralization to be causally related to inter-
organizational relations. 
Formalization Formalization is the third 
maintenance and perpetuation variable for consideration. 
Marrett (1971:89) uses formalization to "refer to the degree 
to which the interdependencey is given official sanction by 
the parties involved". Price's (1972:107) definition of for­
malization is more explicit: "Formalization is the degree 
to which the norms of a social system are explicit", 
specifically as written rules. 
Aiken and Hage (1968) found empirical support for a 
proposition about the positive relationship between formaliza­
tion and interorganizational relations. Paulson's (1971) 
analysis also supported the causal relationship between for­
malization and lOR. 
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Effectiveness Effectiveness is the fourth 
maintenance and perpetuation variable. Price (1968:2-3) 
defines effectiveness as "the degree of goal-achievement". 
Yuchtman and Seashore (1967:891) define effectiveness as 
the success of securing resources from the environment. 
Heydebrand (1973:9) presents a definition incorporating 
elements of these first two definitions and his definition 
will be used in this dissertation: "Organizational ef­
fectiveness: the extent of goal-attainment... availability 
of skills and resources, and efficiency and quality of 
service". Hage (1965:291) says effectiveness is important 
in organizational theory and thus in interorganizational 
relations. An organization which has successfully achieved 
past goals would seem to be more adept in defining new goals, 
working with other organizations, and in being involved in 
interorganizational relations. 
Empirical research has supported the positive relation­
ship between effectiveness and lOR. Etzioni (1961) has found 
effectiveness related to lOR. Aiken and Hage (1968) and 
Paulson (1971) have data supporting the causal relationship 
between effectiveness and interorganizational relations. 
Communication The fifth maintenance and per­
petuation variable is communication. Mulford, Klonglan, and 
Warren (1972:77) define communication as "two-way information 
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exchange between participants in an organization". Price 
(1972:58) also includes these dimensions in defining com­
munication. An organization incorporating internal communi­
cation has learned to communicate between its hierarchical 
levels. The ability to communicate would seem to facilitate 
setting organizational goals and working with other organi­
zations. 
The relationship between communication and interorgani-
zational relations was not found tested in published re­
search. A causal relationship between communication and 
lOR is assumed by this writer to exist. Research supports 
the causal relationship between effectiveness and lOR (Aiken 
and Hage, 1968; Paulson, 1971). Communication has been 
empirically positively related to effectiveness (Mulford, 
et al. 1972; Price, 1968). Thus, logical support exists 
for assuming communication to be causally related to inter-
organizational relations. 
Size The sixth variable representative of the 
maintenance and perpetuation variable category is size. 
Size may be defined as "the scale of operations of a social 
system" (Price, 1972:174). More specifically, Heydebrand 
(1973:8) says size may be the number in the labor force. 
Gross (1964) suggests this is the most useful dimension of 
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size. Therefore, in this dissertation, size will be defined 
as the number of persons in the labor force of each organi­
zation. Blau (1970) believes size is important in studying 
organizations. Larger organizations may be more committed 
to goals and may plan for and actually engage in more re­
lationships with other organizations than smaller organiza­
tions. 
Rogers and Click (1973) have research providing some 
empirical support for a positive relationship between size 
and lOR. Hall, Haas and Johnson (1967:903) found the rela­
tionship between size and other organizational parameters such 
as number of subunits, levels of hierarchy, and supervisors 
to be ubiquitous. They suggest, however, that "size may be 
important...as a factor in morale and in interorganizational 
relations" (Hall, Haas Johnson, 1967:903). Thus, larger 
size is assumed to be related to lOR. 
Goal specification Goal specification is the 
seventh maintenance and perpetuation variable. This vari­
able refers to the explicit delineation of organizational 
goals. Goal specification has received considerable at­
tention (Reid, 1964; Simpson and Gulley, 1962), but has 
not, to this writers knowledge, been explicitly theoretically 
or empirically linked to lOR. It would seem that organizations 
with clearly stated goals would be more committed to the goals 
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and would be willing to work with other organizations to 
attain the goals. Thus, goal specification is assumed to 
be causally related to interorganizational relations. 
Goal modification Goal modification is the 
eighth variable representative of the maintenance and per­
petuation category of variables. Goal modification is 
defined by this writer as past alteration or expected future 
alternation in organizational goals. Goal modification is 
expected to indicate organizational willingness to define 
objectives when necessary and to pursue lOR to attain the 
objectives. 
Aiken and Kage (1968) have empirically studied the 
relationship of a variable they term 'brganizational inno­
vation" and lOR. Organizational innovation refers to 
organizational changes and thus is quite similar to the 
definition of goal modification presented in this disserta­
tion. Aiken and Hage's (1968) and Paulson's (1971) research 
supports the causal relationship between organizational inno­
vation and lOR. The assumption in this dissertation is that 
goal modification is causally related to interorganizational 
relations. 
Resource level The ninth maintenance and per­
petuation variable is resource level. Resource level is 
defined as available financial resources and the sufficiency 
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of such resources to fulfill organizational objectives. If 
an organization has a limited amount of resources, it might 
engage in IOR in order to receive an increased number or 
amount of resources- Even an organization with limited re­
sources probably has goals it wishes to attain. 
Klonglan and Paulson (1971) present data from which the 
inference is made that a lower resource level is related to 
interorganizational relations. Aiken and Hage (1968), in 
their measurement of "organizational efficiency", also have 
data supporting the positive relationship between lower re­
source level and lOR- Paulson (1971) found a causal rela­
tionship between resource level and interorganizational re­
lations. 
Service orientation Service orientation is the 
tenth variable in the category of maintenance and perpetua­
tion variables. Service orientation is defined as the 
number of services provided to clients. An organization 
providing a large number of services has a wide range of ob­
jectives and would probably be willing to engage in IOR be­
cause more clients could be served or that clients could be 
better served. Neither theoretical or empirical works were 
found relating service orientation and lOR. It is assumed 
in this dissertation, however, that service orientation is 
causally related to interorganizational relations. 
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Organizational satisfaction Organizational 
satisfaction is the last maintenance and perpetuation vari­
able to be considered. It is defined as the evaluation by 
an organizational administrator of whether the organization 
is less effective in serving people than he would like it 
to be. Organizations with lower satisfaction would seem to 
be more willing to work with other organizations to help the 
focal organization establish and fulfill objectives. Past 
theoretical discussion of the relationship between organiza­
tional satisfaction and IOR were not found by this writer. 
Organizational satisfaction is somewhat similar to job 
satisfaction. Aiken and Hàge (1968) and Paulson (1971) 
found job satisfaction causally related to lOR. No research 
was found by this writer to specifically deal with the rela­
tionship between organizational satisfaction and lOR. On 
the basis of the rationale presented above and the empirical 
research on job satisfaction, it will be assumed in this 
dissertation that organizational satisfaction is causally re­
lated to interorganizational relations. 
Processual category Processual variables reflect 
organizational components of the organizational system. 
Processual variables indicate decisions made by organiza­
tional administrators to become involved in a certain empirical 
arena (i.e., smoking and health). This involvement may be 
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pursued by the organization acting alone or in cooperation 
with other organizations in the system. Involvement in a 
specific empirical arena, either alone or in concert 
with other organizations, is assumed to be necessary before 
an organization becomes engaged in lOR. Thus, the proces-
sual category is assumed to be causally related to lOR. 
G.H.3: The processual category is related to inter-
organizational relations. 
The specific variables representative of the processual 
category are intraorganizational commitment and inter-
organizational commitment. 
Intraorganizational commitment Intraorganiza­
tional commitment is commitment by the organization to a 
specific task area or objective, such as to the health prob­
lem of smoking (Klonglan and Paulson, 1971). This decision 
may require an evaluation of existing organizational re­
sources. Generally, organizations do not have as many re­
sources as they desire. The realization usually is that 
resources may be attained or their affects maximized through 
interorganizational relations. 
Klonglan and Paulson (1971) and Rogers and Click (1973) 
present empirical data indicating, descriptively, a positive 
relationship between intraorganizational commitment and 
interorganizational relations. Chiamcharoen (1974) found a 
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significant causal relationship between intraorganizational 
commitment and lOR. 
Interorganizational commitment Interorganiza-
tional commitment is commitment by an organization to work 
with other organization in a specific task area (Klonglan 
and Paulson, 1971). It is assumed that this organizational 
decision about lOR is necessary for IOR to occur. 
Klonglan and Paulson (1971) and Rogers and Click (1973) 
also provide descriptive data indicating a positive rela­
tionship between interorganizational commitment and lOR. 
Chiamcharoen (1974) did not find a significant causal rela­
tionship between interorganizational commitment and inter­
organizational relations. 
Boundary Personnel Characteristics 
The consideration of characteristics of boundary person­
nel in understanding interorganizational relations has re­
ceived little attention. Argyris (1973:143) is among the 
few who have explicitly stated that disciplines, especially 
sociology and psychology, must be crossed to allow examina­
tion of both individual and organizational variables. Thus, 
this section of the dissertation is directed at presenting 
a rationale for including characteristics of the boundary 
personnel of organizational administrators in IOR develop­
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ments. This topic will be approached by: (1) discussing 
the interrelationships of the individual and the organiza­
tion; and (2) indicating influences of the individual on 
the organization. 
Interrelationship of the individual and the organization 
Much of human life, especially for the professional 
within the organization, is interwoven with organizations 
(Whyte, 1961:6). "Individuals are themselves complex 
organizations. They produce the energy for an organization 
if there is some gain for them" (Argyris, 1973:141). In 
this sense, Argyris (1973:141) indicates that organizational 
events can be predicted from an explicit model of people, 
especially given the basis that organizations emerge when 
goals are too complex for one individual to fulfill alone. 
In short, the "basic attributes of individual behavior in 
organizations" result in collective phenomena identified as 
organizational activity (White, 1973a:3). 
While it is possible to emphasize only the individual 
in the organization, this dissertation is concerned with the 
influence of the individual, specifically the professional 
administrator, on the organization. Bucher and Stelling 
(1969:13-14), in discussing the professional within the 
organization indicate that "It is both-..realistic and... 
heuristic to view the professional as one who has a very 
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great stake in the organization, in terms of its influence on 
his career and his professional identity and values. Our con­
ception of professional organizations reflects this view of 
the professional in that it views them as establishments on 
which people identified as professional exert a considerable 
measure of control and influence". 
Influence of the individual on the organization 
Some research has supported the link between the indi­
vidual and organizational effectiveness. For example, 
Heydebrand (1973:211), in discussing hospital functioning, 
says that: "The important point here is that the staff 
nurse makes decisions on the basis of professional expertise 
which contribute to organizational coordination. On the 
level of the patient care unit, then, coordination by feed­
back is directly related to the availability of graduate 
professional nurses". 
Sells (1964) also indicates the influence of the indi­
vidual on organizational performance. He says "...but the 
assumption is implicit that there is a relationship between 
characteristics of individuals and performance of groups 
composed of combinations of individuals" (Sells, 1964:517). 
Corwin (1971:2) elaborates the assumption that the 
personal characteristics of individuals, including boundary 
personnel, provide the key to organizational change. 
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Specifically, the boundary spanning segment of the administra­
tive role is thought to be a key element in facilitating 
change in the organization designed to affect interorganiza-
tional relations (Corwin, 1971). Aldrich (1970:6) indi­
cates that similarity in qualification and status of personnel 
(i.e., boundary personnel) can be predictors of cooperation 
among two or more organizations. 
In addition to the roles individuals perform within 
organizations, their roles outside the organization influence 
their organizational behavior (Scott, 1964:513). Argyris 
(1964:13), in discussing the integration of the individual 
and the organization, mentions personality variables that 
help to create and maintain the organization. Characteristics 
of boundary personnel, such as participation as members of 
organizations other than the organization by which they are 
employed, may influence whether their own organization en­
gages in lOR. Both Argyris and Aldrich indicate the 
causal nature of individual or personal variables. Because 
the individual influences the organization it is hypothesized 
that the personal category of variables is related to lOR. 
G.H.4: The personal category is related to inter-
organizational relations. 
Personal category Personal variables reflect indi­
vidual components of administrators who are boundary 
personnel in the organizational system. Personal variables 
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reflect behavior "...determined by factors which the persons 
bring to the organization, such as their skills, needs, 
values and personality characteristics, or by factors which 
arise from the job requirements and the associated social 
interaction process" (Penny, 1962:43). Thus, personal 
variables involve specific variables which the individual 
boundary person brings to the organization as well as 
variables which are reflective of the person's involvement 
in the organization. Variables included in the personal 
category that are independent of the administrator's 
organizational role are age, education, marital status, social 
participation, and community stability. Personal variables 
associated with the administrator's organizational role are 
social status and dissonance. 
No empirical research relating any of these personal 
subcategory variables to interorganizational relations was 
found by this writer. Thus, data cannot be presented to 
support relationships between the specific personal vari­
ables and lOR. It will be assumed, however, that each of 
the seven personal variables is causally related to inter-
organization relations. The basis for these assumed rela­
tionships will be rationales indicating why the hypothesized 
relationships seem theoretically possible. 
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Age Age indicates the number of years a person 
has lived. Age is a significant variable to study individual 
differences (Sells, 1964:521). Older age of boundary person­
nel is thought by this writer to be negatively related to 
lOR. The rationale is that as a person becomes older he 
tends to become more conservative in his decision-making. 
He probably becomes more concerned with maintenance of the 
status quo and less concerned with implementing innovations. 
Analysis by Yarbrough, Klonglan, and Lutz (1970:51) empirical­
ly supports the hypothesized relationship that younger age is 
positively related to implementation of innovation. lOR has 
previously been identified as an innovation- Thus, age is 
assumed to be causally related to interorganizational rela­
tions. 
Education Education, the second personal 
variable, reflects the formal training experienced by, in 
this dissertation, a boundary person. Loy (1969:73) indicates 
that education is among the most discriminating variables for 
innovation. Kavcic, Rus, and Tannenbaum (1971:84) state: 
"...It would not be surprising, therefore to find that 
organizations that have more participation and are more 
effective include more highly educated workers". Research 
has been cited previously (Aiken and Hage, 1968; Paulson, 
1971) indicating that effectiveness is causally related to 
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lOR. By inference, education is assumed to be causally 
related to lOR. 
Education would also seem to be related to lOR because 
education provides the basis for the boundary person to 
evaluate objectives and delineate alternative solutions to 
problems and to choose among those solutions. Interorgani-
zational relations is one alternative for improving organiza­
tional programs. A higher educational level for the ad­
ministrator would thus seem to increase organizational 
tendency to be involved in lOR. 
Marital status Marital status is the third 
personal variable. This writer believes it is assumed in 
American society that socialization through the marital 
state increases ones' awareness of and acceptance of 
responsibility. The inference for this dissertation is 
that an administrator who is married will be more aware of 
his responsibility to the organization and will pursue com­
mitments and actual lOR because of the assumptions previous­
ly stated that these attitudes and behavior increase organi­
zational effectiveness. Thus, marital status is assumed to 
be causally related to interorganizational relations. 
Social status The fourth personal variable is 
social status. Status, defined as being measured by income, 
is included among the key variables Sells (1964:521) 
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identifies as important in determining individual dif­
ferences. Higher status would seem to allow the boundary per­
son the freedom to make a decision to initiate certain com­
mitments and interorganizational relations because of 
greater personal and role security. Additionally, higher 
status might indicate the boundary person is more aware of 
the necessity of financial resources for effective operations 
and thus might be more willing to have his organization en­
gage in lOR to secure financial resources or obtain greater 
results from the same amount of resources. Social status 
is thus assumed to be causally related to lOR. 
Social participation Social participation is 
the fifth personal variable. When defined as the extent of 
the administrators participation in other organizations, the 
assumption is that an individual will become more comfortable 
interacting with personnel from other organizations and thus 
be less hesitant to engage in lOR. It is also assumed that 
greater social participation will increase commitment by the 
boundary person to certain objectives to improve organization­
al effectiveness. "Past research indicates that the more 
extensive and cosmopolite an individual's social inter­
action, the more likely he is to accept innovations. The 
increased exposure to new ideas and exchange of information 
resulting from this interaction probably increases the 
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chances the adoption unit will know more and be more compe­
tent concerning problems in his situation and about innova­
tions extant to solve them and also be more likely to 
accept such innovations" (Yarbrough, Klonglan, Lutz 1970: 
35). Social participation is thus assumed to be causally 
related to the innovation of interorganizational relations. 
Community stability The sixth personal vari­
able is community stability, the length of time an ad­
ministrator has lived in his present community- A longer 
residence in a community probably provides the administra­
tor with a greater knowledge of the power structure and how 
organizations and power actors have interrelated in the 
past. Thus, the creation of commitments and IOR might be 
less threatening than if the administrator were new to a 
community. Also, a past record of community stability might 
imply the tendency to remain in the same community. This 
could lead to the administrator supporting organizational com­
mitments and interorganizational relations because of his 
long-term concern for organizational functioning. Thus, 
community stability is assumed to be causally related to inter­
organizational relations. 
Dissonance The final personal variable is 
dissonance. Dissonance is defined as the incongruence between 
the behavior eind attitudes of the administrator. A higher 
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degree of dissonance may inhibit the boundary person from 
making decisions for involvement in lOR. Thus, dissonance 
is assumed to be causally related to lOR. 
None of the causal relationships between the specific 
variables in each of the four variable categories and lOR 
will be stated in hypothesis form and tested. The causal 
relationships were stated to provide additional theoretical 
and empirical support for predicting lOR from the categories 
of variables. 
Causality and Measurement 
Building causal theory has become increasingly important 
in sociology. "One admits that causal thinking belongs 
completely on the theoretical level and that causal laws can 
never be demonstrated empirically. But this does not mean 
that it is not helpful to think causally and to develop 
causal models that have implications that are indirectly 
testable. In working with these models it will be necessary 
to make use of a whole series of untestable simplifying as­
sumptions so that even when a given model yields correct 
empirical predictions, this does not mean that its correct­
ness can be demonstrated" (Blalock, 1961:6-7). 
To gain a familiarity with cause, this dissertation 
section will be used to; (1) define cause; (2) discuss 
causal models and assumptions about cause? (3) discuss the 
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linkage of sociological theory and measurement; and (4) pre­
sent the causal model of interorganizational relations used 
in this dissertation. 
Definition of cause 
Blalock (1961:9) refers to Bunge to define cause. 
According to Bunge, one of the essential ingredients 
in the scientist's conception of a cause is the 
idea of 'producing', a notion that seems basically 
similar to forcing. If X is a cause of Y, we have 
in mind that a change in X produces a change in Y 
and not merely that a change in X is followed by or 
associated with a change in Y. Thus although the 
idea of constant, conjunction is not sufficient to 
distinguish a causal relationship from other types 
of relationships. 
This notion of causality seems generally consistent with 
how causality is presently used in theory and research. 
Causal models and assumptions 
For clarity in delineating the causal model of IOR two 
general types of causal models will be indicated. 
The first type of causal model uses causal chains 
(Blalock, 1968:158). In this model type, if variable A 
causes variable B which causes variable C, a sequential causal 
chain of events is specified which begins with variable A and 
ends with variable C. The diagrammatic presentation of 
causal chains or a network of causal chains is called a 
causal model. The A through C relationship stated above 
would be diagrammed: A-»-B->-C. 
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A second general type of causal model does not indicate 
sequential causal chains. Land (1969:13) diagrams such a 
This second type of causal model will be developed in this 
dissertation. 
Causal relationships may be asymmetrical or symmetrical 
and direct or indirect. The causal relationships to be 
specified herein will be limited to asymmetrical, direct 
relationships. 
Sociological theory and level of measurement 
Wilson (1971:428) argues that ordinal level measurement 
has only weak inference for causal models. Therefore, a goal 
of sociology is to develop interval level measures (Wilson, 
1971:429). Until this goal is accomplished, interval level 
techniques will continue to be used on ordinal data. 
Although such interval-level techniques cannot be 
taken literally when applied to ordinal data, they 
can nevertheless perform an important heuristic and 
metaphorical function in the interpretation of 
social phenomena. Thus, for example, in this per­
spective Boyle's...proposals for the use of path 
analysis with ordinal data suggest useful interpreta­
tive techniques for examining a particular body of 
data, even though no serious claim to having 'tested' 
a more generally applicable model or theory can be 
model : 
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sustained. Similarly, though strictly ordinal statis­
tics have serious general limitations, they can be 
extremely useful for interpretating a given set of 
data. However, when employed in this way, the re­
sults of statistical analysis must be interpreted 
with considerable judgment and caution, with due 
allowance by the researcher for what he knows about 
the phenomena through other sources of evidence. 
This approach permits, if not forces the researcher 
to evaluate his interpretation through a number of 
empirical procedures, no one of which is immune from 
severe criticism in terms of strictly scientific 
standards, but taken together permit a plausible 
story to be told...(Wilson, 1971:429). 
Carter (1971) also addresses the issue of measurement 
properties of indicators. He argues that "empirical state­
ments about levels of measurement of an index cannot be sensi­
bly made in isolation from the theoretical and substantive 
context in which the index is to be used"(Carter, 1971:12). 
In developing a causal model to predict interorganiza-
tional relations the attempt will be made in this disserta­
tion to either use interval level data or to use caution when 
interpreting findings from ordinal level data. This attempt 
will be made because this writer agrees with Wilson that cau­
tion is necessary when using other than interval data. 
Causal model of interorganizational relations 
A model incorporates more than one variable or vari­
able category to predict the dependent variable. In the 
causal model in this dissertation the four variable cate­
gories of contextual, maintenance and perpetuation, proces-
sual, and personal are hypothesized tie predict interorgani-
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zational relations when the contributions of the variable 
categories are considered together. 
G.H.5: The contextual, maintenance and perpetuation, 
processual, and personal categories together 
predict interorganizational relations. 
The diagrammatic representation of General Hypothesis 
5 is Figure 2.1., the Causal Model of Interorganizational 
Relations. 
To determine the contribution of one category when all 
four categories are considered together the specific category 
must be entered last in the regression equation. This em­
pirical approach allows for determination of the unique con­
tribution of each category when all four categories are con­
sidered. The unique contribution of each category will be 
the value indicated on each path line between the category 
and interorganizational relations. 
It was discussed in Chapter I, the Introduction, that 
five approaches exist to form the regression composite of 
the variables in each category. The prediction of IOR from 
the four categories might be influenced by the approach used 
to combine the subcategories in each category. The ap­
proaches which allow lOR to influence the weighting of each 
variable category should allow for better prediction of lOR. 
The assumption will be tested, descriptively, that the 
approach used to combine the subcategories of variables in 
each category will influence the predictability of lOR. 
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Interorganizational 
Relations 
CONTEXTUAL CATEGORY 
Domain consensus 
Competitiveness 
PROCESSUAL CATEGORY 
Intraorganizational commitment 
Interorganizational commitment 
PERSONAL CATEGORY 
Age 
Education 
Marital status 
Social status 
Social participation 
Community stability 
Dissonance 
MAINTENANCE AND 
PERPETUATION CATEGORY 
Goal modification 
Resource level 
Service orientation 
Organizational satisfaction 
Complexity 
Centralization 
Formalization 
Effectiveness 
Communication 
Size 
Figure 2.1. Causal model of interorganizational 
relations (G.H.5) 
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G.H.6: The method of combining the subcategory vari­
ables into a category of variables will in­
fluence the prediction of interorganizational 
relations. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS 
This chapter is devoted to discussing the research 
procedures for collecting and analyzing the data used to 
construct the causal model of interorganizational rela­
tions. The chapter is organized into three sub-sections: 
(1) data sources and collection procedures; (2) variable 
measures; and (3) statistical procedures. 
Data Sources and Collection Procedures 
Past research in interorganizational relations has used 
data from several different empirical areas: professional 
organizations (Bucher and Stelling, 1969), business and 
industry (i.e., Liebersen, 1961; Kavcic, Rus, and Tannenbaum, 
1971), and health (i.e., Levine and White, 1963; White 1973a 
and Klonglan and Paulson, 1971). This dissertation will focus 
on the empirical arena of health. 
The population of study is nonmetropolitan organizations 
which have health as a concern in their objectives or programs 
(Klonglan and Paulson, 1971). 
Data used in this dissertation were originally collected 
by the Department of Sociology at Iowa State University, Ames, 
Iowa, under Public Health Service Contract No. PH86-68-129. 
Drs. George M. Seal, Gerald E. Klonglan, and Richard E. Warren 
directed the project. The general project objective was to 
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collect data relevant to the potential for intervention in 
the problem of cigarette smoking and health. 
Two phases were involved in the initial research project. 
The first phase pursued the collection of data from a random 
sample of individuals about their smoking behavior, atti­
tudes, and beliefs. For a detailed discussion of this 
phase see Klonglan, Beal, Paulson, Warren, and Fleischman 
(1971). The second phase involved collecting data from health 
and health related organizations about their resources and 
potential for involvement in coordinated intervention 
processes related to smoking and health. The second phase is 
discussed in detail by Klonglan and Paulson (1971). The 
raw data used in this dissertation analysis were collected 
in the second research phase. 
Data were collected in the summer and fall of 1969 by 
trained interviewers. Iowa was selected as the nonmetro-
politan state from which to draw the sample. Data from 
organizations at county, district (multi-county) and state 
levels were collected. Actual interviews were conducted with 
the "top" administrator of each organizational unit- An 
organizational unit is one of the three levels, county, 
district, or state, at which an organization is operation. 
For example, the Cancer Society has organizational units at 
the state, district, and county levels. 
59 
Thirty-five organizations were selected for sampling on 
the criterion of location in a nonmetropolitan state and having 
a concern with health. Where an organizational unit existed 
and project resources allowed, each organization had units 
sampled at the state, district, and county levels. Some 
organizations, however, only had state level units. Some 
organizations did not have district or county units. Also, 
project funding and time limitations did not allow for all 
units of an organization to be sampled at the county level. 
Voluntary, public, professional, and interorganizational 
organizations were studied. The actual number of organiza­
tional units which were studied is one-hundred and fifty-
six (see Appendix A) . Thirty-six of these units were at the 
state level; forty-three units were at the district level; 
and seventy-seven units were at the county level. Ten 
voluntary organizations, eight public organizations, eleven 
professional organizations, and six interorganizational 
organizations were included in the sample. 
Variable Measures 
This section will focus on how the specific variables 
are measured. First, past measurement of each variable will 
be presented when it has previously been measured in terms 
of its relationship to lOR, Second, the operational measure 
(item or items) of the specific variable unit in the 
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dissertation will be presented. Third, the theoretical and 
actual range of values on each specific variable, according 
to the original coding, will be stated and briefly explained. 
Detail of the coding, frequencies of- responses, mean, and 
standard deviation fDr each specific variable are presented 
in Appendix B. 
Variables will be discussed in the order in which they 
were presented in Chapter II in the section entitled vari­
ables in the dissertation. 
Interorganizational relations 
Interorganizational relations was previously defined as 
contacts between members of the task environment. Aiken and 
Hage (1968) have measured IOR by the number of clients or 
cases exchanged or the number of personnel exchanged. Aiken 
and Hage (1968) have also suggested measuring lOR by the 
number of and amounts of financial support. Thompson and 
McEwen (1958) as well as Aiken and Hage (1968) have used 
number of joint programs to measure interorganizational rela­
tions. Litwak and Hylton (1962) have measured lOR by 
acquaintance and interaction between boundary personnel. 
Finley (1969) suggested using resource exchange for measuring 
lOR- Thompson and McEwen (195 8) have also used resource 
exchange to operationalize interorganizational relations. 
Klonglan, Paulson, and Rogers (1972) have combined all of 
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their alternative measures of lOR into a scale to measure lOR. 
In this dissertation, only joint programs will be used to 
measure lOR. The rationale for doing so is that joint programs 
probably indicate a more permanent IOR relationship than do 
other measures (Aiken and Hage, 1968). 
Each of the 15 6 organizational units was asked the fol­
lowing question about eighteen key organizations- These 
eighteen organizations were part of the thirty-five organiza­
tions in the research study. 
Within the last three years has this unit of your 
organization worked jointly in planning and imple­
menting any specific programs or activities with 
(organization)? 
The theoretical range of values on this item is 0 
to 54. "0" represents an organizational administrator 
giving a "no" response to the item for all eighteen organiza­
tions while a "54" represents responses of an administrator 
who gave a "3", a "yes" response to having joint programs 
with the other 17 organizations. The actual range of values 
is 17 to 48. A high score means an organizational unit has 
engaged extensively in joint programs with other organizations. 
Contextual variables 
Domain consensus Domain consensus was defined as 
agreement by other organizations that a certain organization 
should be involved in a certain activity, specifically an 
interorganizational program on smoking. Braito, Paulson, and 
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Klonglan (1972) measured domain consensus with one item. 
This item is also used in this dissertation to measure 
domain consensus. 
If a new interorganizational program designed to 
reduce cigarette smoking was to be instigated in 
this area (state) which organizations do you think 
should be involved in it? 
The theoretical range of values is 10 to 50. This range, 
as explained in detail in Appendix B, is based on the mean 
response of a boundary person to other organizations. The 
actual range is 26 to 50. A high score means an organization 
is seen by other .organizations as having high domain in 
interorganizational smoking and health activity. 
Competitiveness Competitiveness is the feeling by an 
organization that they compete with other organizations-
Past measurement of this variable, as it is related to lOR, 
is unknown to this writer. The item used to measure competive-
ness is: 
Now, for each organization you have indicated 
exists in this area, I would like to know if 
you feel that your organization in any way 
competes with them for resources? 
The theoretical range of values is 0 to 54. This re­
sults from summing no responses (0) and yes responses (3) 
across all 18 organizations about which the item was asked. 
The actual range is 0 to 23. A high score means an organiza­
tion feels much competition with other organizations. 
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Maintenance and perpetuation variables 
Complexity Complexity is the degree of internal 
segmentation in an organization. Hage (1965) suggests meas­
uring complexity by the number of occupational specialties 
and the level of training required. Paulson (1971) measures 
complexity by total number of voluntary and paid persons 
with the title of assistant. The measure of complexity in 
this dissertation is similar to Paulsons, but includes only 
paid assistants. Complexity was measured by asking: 
Does the organization have assistant directors, 
assistant chiefs, assistant executive directors? 
The actual number of paid persons in assistant positions was 
then determined. The theoretical range is 0 to infinity. 
The actual range is 0 to 20. A high complexity score indicates 
a high degree of complexity in the organizational unit. 
Centralization Centralization is the concentration 
of power among organizational members. Hage (1965) measures 
centralization by: (1) the proportion of jobs that partici­
pate in decision making; and (2) the number of areas in which 
decisions are made by the decision makers- Paulson (1971) 
measures centralization by: (1) frequency of new program 
initiation by the unit; and (2) level of autonomy in decision 
making which affects unit. The measure of centralization in 
this dissertation is consistent with, but not identical to. 
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the measures used by Hage (1965) and Paulson (1971). Respon­
dents were asked: 
Does you organization (at your specific level) 
have a director, chief, executive secretary, 
area representative, etc. who is in charge of 
the daily activities? 
Respondents were then asked the number of persons in paid 
executive positions. Thus, the theoretical range of the 
number of executives is 0 to infinity. The actual range is 
0 to 3. A lower score indicates a higher degree of central­
ization. 
Formalization Formalization refers to the explicit-
ness of rules in the organization. Hage (1965) measured 
formalization by: (1) the number of jobs that are listed; 
and (2) the range of variation allowed in their jobs. 
Paulson (1971), in testing previous research by Aiken and 
Hage, measured formalization by the: (1) frequency of 
reference of responding to written policies to carry out 
duties; and (2) average of the detail of the written poli­
cies. In this dissertation the existence of written poli­
cies is the measure of formalization. Three items are used 
to measure the variable-
a. For your level of this organization, is there an 
office procedures manual? 
b. For your level of this organization, are there 
written job descriptions? 
c. For your level of this organization, are there 
written personnel policies? 
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The theoretical range, combined across the three items, is 3 
to 6. A "1" response to each item indicates the policy does 
not exist. A "2" to each item indicates the existence of 
the policy. The actual range is also 3 to 6. A high score 
indicates a high degree of formalization. 
Effectiveness Effectiveness refers to the goal 
achievement of an organization. Hage (1965) measured ef­
fectiveness by the: (1) number of units produced per year; 
and (2) rate of increase in units produced per year. Paul­
son (1971) operationalized effectiveness the same as is 
done in the present work. Effectiveness was measured by 
asking the following items. 
Please indicate how strongly you agree with each 
statement in terms of the over-all effectiveness 
of this organizational unit. 
a. Our budget is too small to provide needed 
services. 
b- Our salaries are inadequate. 
c. Some of our personnel are inadequately trained. 
d. Not enough personnel. 
e. Lack of understanding among other agencies of what 
we do for people. 
f. Lack of understanding by the public of what we do 
for people. 
g. Unwillingness of other agencies to cooperate with us, 
h. Lack of coordination and planning with other 
agencies. 
i. High turnover of personnel. 
j. We have too many clients for available staff and 
facilities. 
Each item was responded to by a "1" (strongly disagree), 
"2" (mildly disagree), "3" (no opinion), "4" (mildly agree). 
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or "5" (strongly agree)- The resultant theoretical range, 
combining responses across all ten items, is 10 to 50. 
The actual range is 17 to 50. A high score indicates low 
effectiveness. 
Communication Communication is defined as information 
exchange within an organization. Research measuring com­
munication as related to lOR is unknown to this writer. In 
this dissertation, communication was measured by a combined 
measure of these two items: 
a. Please tell me how frequently you initiate written 
or verbal communication with higher levels in your 
organization. 
b. Please tell me how frequently higher levels of your 
organization initiate written or verbal communica­
tion with you. 
For each item, the responses ranged from 0, no communi­
cation, to 9, communication several times a day. The re­
sultant theoretical and actual ranges are 0 to 18. A high 
score indicates extensive communication within the organiza­
tion. 
Size Size is the scale of organizational operation. 
Size, as it is related to lOR, was measured by Rogers and Glick 
(1973> by the number of paid staff. In this dissertation, size 
is measured by totalling the number of paid organizational 
staff. The theoretical range is 0 to infinity with the actual 
range being 0 to 14. A high score indicates a larger size. 
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Goal specification Goal specification refers to the 
explicit delineation of organizational goals. This variable 
is not known by this writer to have been previously measured. 
The item used in the dissertation to measure goal specifica­
tion is: 
In terms of the goals of your organization as you 
see them, do you feel they are: 
a. Very unclearly defined; 
b. Somewhat unclearly defined; 
c. Don't know; 
d. Somewhat clearly defined; or 
e. Very clearly defined. 
The code ranges from "1" for response a to "5" for 
response e. The theoretical and actual ranges are 1 to 5. 
A high score indicates high goal specifications. 
Goal modification Goal modification is alteration in 
organizational goals. No previous measurement of goal modifi­
cation in IOR research was found by this writer. The items 
used in this dissertation to measure goal modification are: 
a. Have any major changes been made during the last 
five years in the kinds of activities carried on 
by your organization, the size of your staff, or 
any other factors which have affected your 
capability to achieve your goals? 
b. Looking ahead to the next five or ten years do 
you expect any changes to be made in the kinds of 
activities carried on by your organization, the 
size of your staff, or any other factors which 
might affect your capability to achieve your goals? 
Each item was answered yes (code 2) or no (code 1). 
The theoretical and actual ranges aye 2 to 4. A high score 
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indicates high goal modification. 
Resource level Resource level is sufficiency of re­
sources. This variable is not known by this writer to have 
been previously measured in IOR research. Resource level is 
measured by asking; 
How sufficient do you feel your current budget is 
for allowing you to adequately carry out the 
activities which you are trying to perform? 
Responses ranged from 1 (not enough) to 4 (more than 
enough). The theoretical and actual ranges are 1 to 4. 
A high score indicates a high resource level. 
Service orientation Service orientation is organiza­
tional services provided to clients. Past measurement of 
this variable, as related to lOR, was not found by this 
writer. Service orientation is measured by asking: 
What kinds of services does your level of the (name 
of organization) provide directly to people or other 
organizations? By "services provided" we mean that 
a staff member of your organization performs the 
service or your organization pays other organiza­
tions or individuals to do it. 
a. Provide financial assistance. 
b. Provide direct economic aid. 
c. Provide medical services. 
d. Provide psychiatric services. 
e. Provide group psychotherapy or psychological 
services. 
f. Provide counseling for specific problems. 
g. Provide vocational rehabilitation services. 
h. Provide employment service—help in seeking employ­
ment. 
i. Provide recreational facilities. 
j. Provide referrals and commitals to institutions. 
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k. Provide referrals to private and public helping 
agencies. 
1. Provide formal educational services. 
xn. Provide mass media education services. 
n. Provide education service through printed literature 
distribution. 
o. Provide informal education services. 
p. Provide research service. 
q. Provide coordination service. 
A positive (code 2) or negative response (code 1) was 
given by the respondent to each of the sixteen items. The 
resultant theoretical and actual ranges are 16 to 32. A 
high score indicates high service orientation. 
Organizational satisfaction Organizational satis­
faction indicates the extent of satisfaction with serving 
people. This variable was not found by this writer to have 
been previously measured as it relates to interorganizational 
relations. The item used to measure organizational satis­
faction is : 
Are there any areas in which this agency is less ef­
fective in serving people than you would like it to be? 
An affirmative response was coded " 2 "  and a negative 
response was coded "1". The theoretical and actual ranges 
are 1 to 2. A high score indicates low organizational 
satisfaction. 
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Processual variables 
Intraorganizational commitment Intraorganizational 
commitment refers to organizational commitment to a goal, 
specifically programs in smoking and health. One previous 
measurement of the variable known is by Klonglan and 
Paulson (1971). The Klonglan and Paulson (1971) measurement 
of intraorganizational commitment is used in the present 
work. 
Intraorganizational commitment is measured by summing 
responses to the following thirteen items. 
a. Has this unit of your organization considered, 
in any way becoming involved in or initiating 
activities related to cigarette smoking and 
health? 
b. In terms of the goals and activities of this 
organization as it now exists do you believe 
your unit should, in any way either now or in 
the future, become involved in the area of 
cigarette smoking and health? 
c. Please indicate for each item whether your unit 
of your organization has carried out or is in the 
process of carrying out such ^n activity. 
d. Please indicate if you believe your unit might 
consider doing, or continue participating, such 
an activity sometime in the future. 
1. Sponsor anti-cigarette smoking education pro­
grams in schools-
2. Promote TV and radio anti-smoking "advertise­
ments". 
3. Sponsor smoking and health educational programs 
for local medical doctors, dentists, pharmacists, 
and nurses. 
4. Sponsor smoking and health speakers for local 
community groups. 
5. Sponsor smoking and health exhibits at public 
meetings. 
6. Provide information about nonsmoking substi­
tutes for cigarettes-
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7. Provide individual counseling to problem smokers. 
8. Provide group withdrawal sessions for smokers. 
9. Conduct research to determine the effects of 
smoking. 
10. Conduct research to develop a less harmful 
cigarette. 
11. Apply pressure to change laws about smoking. 
Codes c and d were combined into one weighting 
scheme ("0" = no response; "1" = no to both identical items; 
"2" = yes to one item and no to one item; and "3" = yes to 
both identical items). The theoretical range of 0 to 39 is 
based on "0" (no response) to "3" (yes) to the eleven com­
bined items from c and d plus items a and b. The actual 
range is 13 to 35. A high score indicates a high degree of 
intraorganizational commitment. 
Interorganizational commitment Interorganizational 
commitment implies commitment to work with other organizations 
on a common goal, specifically smoking and health. Klonglan 
and Paulson (1971) measured this variable. Interorganizational 
commitment is measured in this dissertation as it was meas­
ured by Klonglan and Paulson (1971), 
The ten items to measure interorganizational commitment 
are: 
a. Has your unit been involved in any interagency 
program or project related to smoking and 
health? 
b. In the future, do you feel that your unit would 
in any way be willing to either participate in, or 
contribute resources to, an interagency program 
in the area of smoking and health? 
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c. Please indicate how willing your unit of this 
organization (is/might be) to contribute each of 
the resources listed to an interagency program 
to combat cigarette smoking. 
1. Funds 
2. Your professional time 
3. Other staff time 
4. Physical facilities 
5. Materials 
6. Indorsements 
7. Members 
8. Clients 
The theoretical range is 0 to 30. This range is based on "0" 
as no response to each item and a "3" as a yes response to 
each item. The actual range is 10 to 30. A high inter-
organizational commitment score indicates a high degree of 
interorganizational commitment. 
Personal variables 
None of the specific variables in the personal variable 
category have previously been measured in terms of their 
relationship to interorganizational relations. Thus, previous 
measurement will not be discussed for any of the variables in 
the personal variable category. 
Age Age is defined as chronological age. The 
measure of age is: 
What was your age at your last birthday? 
Raw codes were used in the coding. 
The theoretical range is approximately 18 to infinity. 
The actual range is 23 to 74. A higher score obviously 
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indicates older age. 
Education Education is the formal education of a 
boundary person. It was measured by asking; 
How many years of formal education have you completed? 
Raw years of education were scored. The approximate theoreti­
cal range is 0 to 25. The actual range is from 8 to 25 years 
of formal education. A higher score indicates more formal 
education. 
Marital status Marital status is measured by asking: 
What is your marital status at the present time? 
Responses included "1" (married), "2" (widowed), "3" (di­
vorced) and "5" (never married). The theoretical and actual 
ranges are 1 to 5, 
Social status Social status is defined in this dis­
sertation as amount of income. This variable was measured 
by asking: 
Would you please select the category which con­
tains your total income for the last year before 
taxes were withheld. 
Responses ranged from "00" (no income) to "20" ($35,000 and 
over). The actual and theoretical ranges are 0 to 20. A 
higher score indicates higher social status. 
74 
Social participation Social participation is the ex­
tent of each administrator's involvement in other organiza­
tions as a member. It was measured by asking: 
Are you presently a member of (organization)? 
Respondents were asked this item about 70 organizations. 
Thus, the theoretical range is 0 to 70. The actual range 
is 1 to 23. A higher score indicates higher social partici­
pation. 
Community stability Community stability is the length 
of time the respondent lived in his present community. The 
item to measure community stability is: 
How long have you lived in this community? 
The theoretical range, based on raw scores of number of 
years, is 0 to infinity. The actual range is 0 to 59. A high 
score indicates greater community stability. 
Dissonance Dissonance is incongruence between smoking 
behavior and attitudes. Two items were combined to measure 
this variable. 
a. Cigarette smoking is harmful to health (attitude). 
b. Item based on several items resulting in the deter­
mination of the respondent having never smoked, 
being an exsmoker, being a current smoker who has 
attempted to stop, or being a current smoker who 
has not attempted to stop. 
Responses to item a ranged from "1" (strongly disagree) 
to "5" (strongly agree). For item b a "1" was assigned to 
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respondents who had never smoked, a " 2 "  to exsmokers, a "3" 
to current smokers who had attempted to stop smoking, and a 
"4" to current smokers who had not attempted to stop smoking. 
The resultant theoretical range is 2 to 9. This is also the 
actual range. A high score indicates high dissonance. 
Statistical Procedures 
Three general statistical procedures will be used in the 
analysis presented in Chapter IV, the Findings, of this 
dissertation. Correlational analysis will be presented as a 
preliminary step to the regression and path analysis. Multiple 
regression and path analysis will be used to test the Causal 
Model of Interorganizational Relations. 
The major sources used to discuss the three statistical 
procedures are; Huntsberger (1967), Walker and Lev (1969), 
Blalock (1960), Snedecor and Cochran (1967), Williams (1968), 
Williams (1959), Duncan (1971), Wright (1971), Draper and 
Smith (1966), Darlington (1968), Land (1969), Wright (1971), 
and Nie, Bent, and Hull (1970). Procedures applied to the 
data are based upon Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSS) programs (Nie, Bent, and Hull, 1970). 
Correlation 
Correlational analysis allows a single statistic, the 
correlation coefficient, to indicate the degree of association 
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between two variables. Pearson correlation generally assumes 
interval level scales. 
The correlation coefficient can be defined as the ratio 
of the covariation to the square root of the product of the 
variation in X and the variation in Y. A general calculation 
correlation formula is: 
N _ _ 
Z (X.-X)(Y.-Y) 
r = 
N ^ N o 1 /O 
{[2 (X.-X)^][ Z (Y.-Y) 
i=l ^ i=l ^ 
In this formula the symbols indicate : 
= the observation of variable X 
Yj^ = the observation of variable Y 
N = the number of observations 
X = the mean of X 
Y = the mean of Y 
The actual formula used in SPSS for the Pearson correlation 
coefficient is; 
N N N 
Z X.Y.-( Z X.)( Z Y.)/N 
^ i=l ^ ^ i=l 1 i=l ^ 
N  2  ^  2  ^ 2 ^ 2  1 / 2  {[ Z X.^-( Z X,  /N ] [  Z Y.^-( Z Y. /N]} / 
i=l ^ i=l ^ i=l ^ i=l ^ 
A r of -1 implies a perfect negative relationship. A r of 
t 1 indicates a perfect positive relationship. A coeffi­
cient of 0 means no linear relationship exists. 
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Multiple regression 
General multiple regression defines the regression plane, 
that plane which makes the squared deviations around it mini­
mal (Runyon and Haber, 1971). Regression analysis provides 
a method to determine the degree of the dependence of Y 
(dependent variable) on X variables (independent variables). 
The symbolic model for regression is; 
Y = bQ+b^X^ + bgXg + bgXg + 6 
Frequently used multiple regression approaches include 
standard stepwise and stagewise multiple regression (Draper 
and Smith, 1966). The method used in this dissertation is 
different from both stepwise and stagewise regression. These 
two approaches allow only the regression coefficients with 
significant partial F values to remain in the regression model. 
The approach in this dissertation keeps all variables in each 
category in the regression equation. The criteria for eval­
uation is the overall F value measuring the contribution of 
the total variable category in predicting interorganizational 
relations. The approach thus does not evaluate individual 
contributions of variables but rather the regression composite 
of all variables. 
Using the composite, which is all the variables in each 
category of contextual, maintenance and perpetuation, prô-
cessual, and personal, is done to avoid the partialling 
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fallacy. The partialling fallacy (Gordon, 1968) seeks to avoid 
deleting intercorrelated variables which are theoretically 
part of an equation. The subcategories of variables have 
been theoretically defined as representative of a category 
of variables and thus this writer wants to evaluate all 
variables in a category in determining the contribution to 
the regression equation. The composite which is developed 
is not a composite score for each subcategory variable. 
Rather, weights of subcategory variables are used to develop 
the composite of each variable category. The assumption that 
subcategories are representative of the category does not 
deny the existence of other variables within each category. 
Additional variables might be incorporated in future research 
directed at predicting lOR. 
The composite approach is similar to yet analytically 
different from the use of multiple indicators (Blalock, 1969). 
Generally, multiple indicators are used as several indi­
cators of one specific variable, such as education. In this 
dissertation multiple indicators are used to indicate the 
variables representative of a total conceptual area such as 
the contextual. 
The effects of each variable category on interorganiza-
tional relations will be discussed in the findings chapter. 
The total effect is the effect of each composite (contextual, 
maintenance and perpetuation, processual, and personal) on the 
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dependent variable of lOR when each category is entered 
first in the regression equation. The direct effect is the 
unique contribution of each category in predicting IOR when 
the category is entered last in the regression equation, 
i.e., the contribution of that category after the other three 
categories. The indirect effect is determined by subtracting 
the direct effect from the total effect. The total, direct, 
and indirect effects can be evaluated by the use of "R" or 
"R^". "R" is the multiple correlation value. The "R" value 
reflects essentially the same kind of estimation as the "b" 
value in path analysis. 
The effects of a variable category on lOR will vary 
according to when the variable category is entered into the 
regression equation. For example, the contribution of the 
contextual category may be larger if entered first and 
smaller if entered last. 
The composite may be formed using at least five ap­
proaches as was discussed in the introduction. The first 
approach is simply to add together specific variables. In 
this approach, the variables are weighted by their respec­
tive variances in forming the total score and thus are un-
standardized. Much research has used this approach (i.e., 
Schmitz, 1971). This writer is unaware of research which 
has evaluated this composite approach on the development of a 
causal model. Measurement theory (Nunnally, 1967) would 
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suggest that variables should at least be standardized before 
they are added together in forming a composite variable or, 
as in this dissertation, each of the four categories of 
variables. 
In the second approach variables are added together, 
but the variables are divided by their respective standard 
deviations which allows approximately equal weightings of the 
specific variables in the total score. The second approach 
thus standardizes the variables before forming the composite 
(i.e., Yetley, 1974). 
In the other three approaches the specific variables are 
weighted by a criterion variable such as lOR and by the 
interrelationships among the variables. It is expected that 
the last three approaches will result in greater predictability 
of lOR because the relationship of each specific variable 
to IOR is considered in weighting each category. 
In the third approach the weights are determined ac­
cording to the relationships of the specific variables with 
the criterion variable of IOR and the interrelationships of 
the variables in a given category. The weights are calcu­
lated by regressing the criterion variable on the items in 
a category. 
In the fourth approach a criterion variable such as lOR 
is also used. The relationships of specific variables within 
a category and the relationships of these variables to 
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specific variables forming other categories are considered. 
These weights are calculated by regressing lOR on all specific 
variables in all conceptual areas for which composites are 
formed. In approaches three and four the weights for 
specific variables remain constant once they have been 
determined. 
The fifth approach allows the weights to continually 
fluctuate on the basis of the criterion variable and the 
number of conceptual areas being included in a given regres­
sion. Using this approach derives weights for each category 
to form a weighted composite predicting lOR with the minimum 
sum of squares. It is expected that the fifth approach will 
result in composites with the highest reliabilities of the 
five approaches because the changing weights of categories are 
considered. 
Reliability of the composites resulting from using the 
first two approaches will be evaluated. Reliability is a 
measure of consistency or stability that indicates the pro­
portion of variance that is true variance. Reliability thus 
depends on the average correlation among items (r\j) and the 
number of items. Generally, a greater number of items re­
sults in higher reliability (Nunnally, 1967). 
The specific method of determining reliability that will 
be used in this dissertation is coefficient alpha. Coeffi­
cient alpha is an internal consistency measure of reliability 
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that determines the average reliability if all possible 
splits in the data were made (Cronbach, (1967). Coefficient 
alpha represents the expected correlation of one measure or, 
as used herein, variable category, with a hypothetical 
category containing the same number of items (Nunnally, 1967). 
A reliability coefficient of .60 seems to this writer to 
indicate a meaningful reliability in social science re­
search. 
Path analysis 
Recursive path analysis is based on standard multiple 
regression procedures. Path coefficients are standardized 
regression coefficients. Path analysis allows several 
dependent variables to be regressed with specific independent 
variables. A major difference between multiple regression 
and path analysis is that in path analysis additional empha­
sis is placed on examining the direct and indirect effects. 
Also, the interrelationships among independent variables are 
more clearly specified and examined in path analysis. Path 
analysis can also be used to examine relationships for more 
than one dependent variable (e.g., some of the independent 
variables used in the prediction of the major variable under 
study may be used as dependent variables in earlier stages of 
the path model). 
The appropriate equations for a three variable path 
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model are : 
^2 ^  ^ 21^1 ®2 
^3 = 231%1+F32%2+ ®3 
Traditional path analysis usually follows these steps: 
Step 1. Draw a causal model. 
Step 2. Obtain regression coefficients for each 
independent variable. 
Step 3. Obtain partial F values for each coefficient. 
Step 4. Drop all variables from the equation which do 
not have significant partial F values. 
Step 5. Repeat steps 2,3, and 4 until all coefficients 
have significant F values. 
Step 6. Standardize the coefficients by multiplying the 
coefficient by the quotient of the standard 
deviations of the independent variable 
divided by the standard deviation of the 
dependent variable. The standardized coeffi­
cients are path coefficients. 
Step 7. Place the path coefficients on appropriate 
arrows in the causal model and delete arrows 
without significant paths. 
Step 8. Calculate, for each variable, the standardized 
amount of variance not explained and place 
it on the diagram as a causal path repre­
senting the causal effect of all variables 
not in the original model. 
(Duncan, 1966) 
The use of path analysis in this dissertation differs from 
the traditional procedure as specified in steps 2, 3, 4 and 
5. First, coefficients are obtained for each variable cate­
gory, not for each independent variable. Second, partial F 
values for individual variables are not used. F values 
on the contribution of the category are used. Third, all 
variables in a variable category, irrespective of statistical 
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significance, are left in the equation. 
This dissertation also uses path analysis in another 
distinct way. The traditional path coefficient is the 
standardized regression weight for the relationship between 
an independent variable and the dependent variable. The 
present analysis, however, because a category of variables is 
considered, cannot use this traditional approach. In 
Figure 3-1, traditional path coefficients would be the 
values on the path lines between each variable category 
and Y, interorganizational relations. These values would be 
à 
(contextual catego: 
Maintenance and 
perpetuation category Interorganizational 
Relations 
Processual category 
(personal category 
Figure 3.1. Paths for the Causal Model of Interorganizational 
Relations 
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the b values indicated on the path lines. The b value is the 
contribution of that variable if it was entered last into 
the equation. In this dissertation, however, the b values 
for category variables are not adequate to indicate the 
"path coefficient" between each variable category and lOR. 
Thus, the R between categories of variables will be sub­
tracted to gain an indication if the relative magnitude of 
the path coefficient is large enough to allow the drawing 
of a path. This results in the indirect effects of other 
categories of variables on a variable category being deter­
mined. For example, the relative magnitude of the path 
coefficient between maintenance and perpetuation variable 
and lOR is determined by: 
2 R .Contextual, Maintenance and Perpetuation, Personal, 
^ Processual -
2 R^ .Contextual, Personal, Processual 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
The objective of this chapter is to empirically eval­
uate and discuss the causal model of interorganizational rela­
tions developed in Chapter II, the Theoretical Orientation. 
To achieve this objective the chapter will be organized into 
three sub-sections focusing on: (1) the first four hypothesis 
which test bi-variate relationships and which will be identi­
fied as Model A; (2) the fifth hypothesis which tests the 
combined contribution of the four categories of variables in 
predicting IOR and which will be identified as Model B; and 
(3) the sixth hypothesis which suggests differences in the 
causal relationships between categories of variables will 
occur depending upon the approach used to form the composite. 
In the third sub-section the following model identification 
will be used: (1) Model C — composite formed from unstan-
dardized variables; (2) Model D — composite formed from 
standardized variables; (3) Model E — composite formed 
from weighting variables within each category of variables; 
(4) Model F — composite formed from weighting variables with­
in each category and between categories; and (5) Model B — 
composite formed by fluctuating variable weights as deter­
mined by the criterion variable of interorganizational rela­
tions. Model B is the approach used to evaluate the causal 
model in the second sub-section of this chapter. 
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All of the data presented in this chapter are directed 
at testing the six general hypotheses previously stated. 
The reader, however, might also be interested in data not 
directly relevant to these hypothesis. Thus, additional data 
presented in appendices includes: (1) intercorrelations of 
all subcategory variables (Appendix C); (2) bi-variate 
relationships between subcategory variables and interorganiza-
tional relations (Appendix D); and (3) intercorrelations be­
tween subcategory variables in each variable category (Ap­
pendix E). It is not an objective of this dissertation to 
discuss the data in Appendices C, D, and E-
Model A: Bi-Variate Relationships 
In constructing a model one concern is to evaluate the 
correlation of an independent variable with the dependent 
variable. In this section the correlation of each of the 
four variable categories (contextual, maintenance and 
perpetuation, processual, and personal) to interorganizational 
relations will be evaluated by testing the four bi-variate 
relationships stated in Chapter II. The relevant data are 
presented in Table 4.1, Evaluation of Bi-Variate Relation­
ships (also see Figure 4.1). 
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Category Variable Multiple Dependent Variable 
R 
Contextual .199 Interorganizational Relations 
Perpetuation^*^ 'SU Interorganizational Relations 
Processual .227 Interorganizational Relations 
Personal .330 Interorganizational Relations 
Figure 4.1. Model A: Bi-Variate Relationships 
Contextual category 
The First General Hypothesis states: 
G.H.I: The contextual category is related to inter­
organizational relations. 
The hypothesis is stated empirically: 
E.H.I: The contextual category, as measured, is re­
lated to interorganizational relations. 
The hypothesis is evaluated by applying the F test to 
the multiple correlation value R (Draper and Smith, 1966). 
At the .05 level of significance the hypothesis is em­
pirically supported (see Table 4.1). The contextual category 
is significantly related to interorganizational relations. 
This finding provides empirical support for including the 
contextual category in developing a causal model of lOR. 
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The R indicates the proportion of variance in lOR 
explained by the contextual category (Draper and Smith, 
1966). Contextual explains four percent of the variance in 
interorganizational relations. While this proportion of 
explained variance is low the contextual category may still 
be statistically significant in explaining lOR-
Table 4.1. Evaluation of Bi-Variate Relationships 
(Model A) 
Variable 
Category 
Total Effect Degrees of 
Freedom F* 
Contextual .199 .04 0 Regression 2 Residual 153 3.15* 
Maintenance 
and Per- .511 .261 
petuation 
Processual .227 .051 
Regression 11 
Residual 144 
Regression 2 
Residual 153 
4.63 
4.15 
Personal .330 109 Regression 7 Residual 148 2.58 
*F values — 2 and 153 d.f. = 3.06; 11 and 144 = 2.37; 
7 and 148 = 2.07 (.05 level of significance). 
The variable weights in Model A result from weighting the 
specific variables within each category. This same approach 
to weighting variables is used later in Model E. 
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Maintenance and perpetuation category 
The Second General Hypothesis is: 
G.H.2; The maintenance and perpetuation category 
is related to interorganizational rela­
tions. 
The Second Empirical Hypothesis is: 
E.H.2: The maintenance and perpetuation category, as 
measured, is related to interorganizational re­
lations. 
Using the F test, this hypothesis is empirically sup­
ported (see Table 4.1). The maintenance and perpetuation 
category is significantly related to interorganizational 
relations. Empirical support is provided for including the 
maintenance and perpetuation category as an independent 
variable in developing a causal model of lOR. 
2 The R value for the maintenance and perpetuation 
category indicates that this category explains twenty-six 
percent of the variance in lOR. This writer expected the 
maintenance and perpetuation variables to explain a higher 
proportion of variance than any or most of the other three 
categories because of the extensive past empirical support 
that variables in this category are related to lOR. 
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Processual category 
The Third General Hypothesis states: 
G.H.3: The processual category is related to inter-
organizational relations. 
The Third Empirical Hypothesis is: 
E.H-3: The processual category, as measured, is related 
to interorganizational relations. 
The F test indicates that the processual category is 
significantly related to IOR (see Table 4.1). This finding 
provides empirical support for including the processual 
category in developing a causal model of lOR. 
The processual category explains five percent of the 
variance in lOR. The proportion of variance explained by 
the contextual category is lower than the proportion of 
variance explained by the maintenance and perpetuation cate­
gory. The processual category, however, may still be 
significant in a causal model of interorganizational relations. 
Personal category 
The Fourth General Hypothesis is: 
G.H.4: The personal category is related to inter­
organizational relations. 
The hypothesis is stated empirically: 
E.H.4: The personal category, as measured, is related 
to interorganizational relations. 
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The F test indicates that the personal category is sig­
nificantly related to interorganizational relations (see 
Table 4.1). Empirical support is provided for including the 
personal category as an independent variable in developing a 
causal model of lOR. 
Ten percent of the variance in lOR is explained by the 
personal category. The personal category explains a larger 
proportion of the variance that either the contextual category 
or the processual category. The personal category explains 
less variance in IOR than does the maintenance and per­
petuation category. All of these categories have been 
hypothesized to be predictive of lOR. 
The open systems perspective emphasis on the environ­
ment is operationalized as the contextual category in this 
dissertation. The proportion of variance explained by the 
contextual category suggests the environment is of minimal 
importance in predicting lOR. The maintenance and per­
petuation category reflects characteristics inherent in the 
organization as a system. This category explains the largest 
proportion of variance of all categories. The processual 
category reflects the decision-making part of the organiza­
tional system. These three categories, contextual, main­
tenance and perpetuation, and processual, are organizational 
components. The organizational components, in combination, 
account for thirty-eight percent of the variance in inter-
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organizational relations. To explain the thirty-eight percent, 
fifteen subcategories of variables are involved. The con­
textual and processual categories each have two subcategories 
of variables and the maintenance and perpetuation category 
has eleven subcategories of variables. It is obvious that if 
only one category of variables is used to predict lOR the 
maintenance and perpetuation category should be considered. 
The other categories, however, should be included if the 
total system, including its environment and decision-making 
mechanism, is used to predict lOR. 
The individual components of the system are identified 
in this dissertation as the personal category- The personal 
category explains a greater proportion of the variance in 
IOR than do the contextual and processual categories in 
combination. Individual components have not received atten­
tion in past theory and research directed at predicting lOR. 
The present analysis suggests the personal category is of 
greater importance than some of the organizational components 
which have received attention in organizational theory and 
research. 
Seven sub-categories of variables were used in the 
personal category- If the maintenance and perpetuation 
category and the personal category are examined together, 
eighteen subcategories of variables are involved. These two 
categories together explain thirty-six percent of the vari-
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ance in lOR. Thus, these two categories explain about the 
same proportion of variance as do the three categories of 
contextual, maintenance and perpetuation, and processual. In 
the later three categories combined , three fewer sub­
categories are involved than when personal and maintenance 
and perpetuation subcategories are combined. 
The variance explained by each category can be com­
pared- Twenty-six percent of the variance is explained by 
one category, the maintenance and perpetuation category, which 
has eleven subcategories. Twenty percent of the variance is 
explained by the combination of contextual, processual, and 
personal categories with eleven items among the categories. 
All of the categories will be evaluated for their causal 
relationship to interorganizational relations. 
Model B: Causal Model of Interorganizational 
Relations 
The causal model of IOR is evaluated in this section 
based on the methodological approach of forming the composite 
by allowing weights of the variables to fluctuate based on 
the criterion variable of lOR. 
The hypothesis to be tested is: 
G.H.5: The contextual, maintenance and perpetuation, 
processual, and personal categories together 
predict interorganizational relations. 
Empirically, this hypothesis is stated: 
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E.H.5: The contextual, maintenance and perpetuation, 
processual, and personal categories together 
significantly empirically predict inter-
organizational relations. 
The first test applied to the relationship between each 
category and lOR indicates that there is a statistically 
significant causal relationship only between the maintenance 
and perpetuation category and IOR (Table 4.2). The other 
categories (contextual, processual, and personal) do not 
have significant causal relationships with lOR. Thus, the 
paths hypothesized between contextual, processual, and 
personal are not supported empirically (Figure 4.2). The 
fifth hypothesis is not supported. 
Table 4.2. 
Variable 
Category 
Evaluation of the Causal Model of Interorganiza-
tional Relations based on composite approach of 
allowing weights to fluctuate based on lOR (Model 
B) 
Direct Effect 
R R^ 
Degrees of 
Freedom* 
Contextual . 075 . 0 0 6  Regression 2 Residual 133 0.05 
Maintenance and 
Perpetuation 
Processual 
Personal 
. 367 
.178 
. 2 6 8  
.135 
.032 
.072 
Regression 11 
Residual 133 
Regression 2 
Residual 133 
Regression 7 
Residual 133 
2-39 
2.12 
0 . 8 8  
F values = 2 and 133 d.f. = 3.07; 11 and 133 d.f. = 1.86; 
7 and 133 = 2.08 (.05 level of significance). 
95 
. 8 2 6  
Personal 
Processual 
Contextual 
Maintenance and 
Perpetuation 
Interoganizational 
Relations 
Figure 4.2. Model B: Causal Model of Interorganizational 
Relations using R values based on composite 
approach of allowing weights to fluctuate 
based on lOR 
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When considering the unique contribution (the category 
is entered last), the maintenance and perpetuation category 
accounts for fourteen percent of the variance in lOR. The 
personal category accounts for seven percent of the variance 
in lOR. The contextual category accounts for one percent of 
the variance and the processual category accounts for three 
percent of the variance. 
The residual of .826 indicates that there is much dif­
ference between the actual and the predicted regression 
equation. The error in specifying the variables in the 
regression equation is also substantial. The model, as 
hypothesized, does not include all of the key variables to 
predict lOR. 
The finding that the causal model is incompletely speci­
fied should not be unexpected when this research effort is 
directed at building a causal model of lOR. There are 
possibly other organizational and individual components which 
should be considered in future research efforts to build a 
causal model of interorganizational relations. Because 
individual components (i.e., the personal category) are not 
significantly related to lOR it would appear future develop­
ment of the model should focus on the specification and in­
clusion of other organizational components. 
The open systems perspective requires delineation of the 
environment of the organization and the organization itself-
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The insignificant relationship between the contextual category 
and IOR may be due to at least two reasons. First, contextual 
variables as measured in this dissertation may not influence 
the development of interorganizational relations. Open 
systems theory would be inconsistent with this reason. Second, 
the contextual category may have been inadequately specified 
in terms of subcategories of variables. Other subcategory 
variables, such as past interaction between organizational 
administrators, may be appropriate for inclusion in the 
contextual category. The residual of .826 may indicate some 
measurement error but it also indicates other variables should 
be included in the model. Thus, it is suggested by this 
writer that a larger number of subcategories of variables 
be included in the conceptual area identified as the con--
textual category. 
The processual category is also insignificantly related 
to lOR. This may be because more subcategories of variables 
should be included to represent the processual conceptual area. 
The processual category basically measures the decision-making 
element in the organizational system. It is possible that the 
processual category is actually a part of the maintenance and 
perpetuation conceptual area. The processual category could 
be included in the maintenance and perpetuation category 
without violating the theoretical consimptions of the open 
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systems perspective expounded in Chapter II. If both cate­
gories are included together the maintenance and perpetuation 
category would be redefined as the conceptual area of struc­
tural, perpetuation, and decision-making elements influencing 
involvement in interorganizational relations. Such recon-
ceptualization extensively broadens the kinds of subcategory 
variables in the maintenance and perpetuation category. 
The general objective of this dissertation is to develop 
a causal model of lOR using categories of variables. If the 
processual and maintenance and perpetuation categories are 
hypothesized to be one conceptual area two conclusions might 
be warranted. First, past research has predicted IOR mainly 
using the kinds of variables included in the maintenance and 
perpetuation category. Thus, attempts to assume other 
categories, such as the contextual, predict IOR may be in­
valid. Second, the conceptual area of maintenance and per­
petuation, in combination with the processual category, may 
reflect more than one conceptual area. The areas identified 
in Chapter II as the structural and perpetuation areas in this 
category might be distinct conceptual areas which are causally 
related to lOR. This writer suggests that future model 
building use cluster or factor analysis to determine if 
distinct conceptual areas are contained in the present 
maintenance and perpetuation category. A theoretical deter­
mination of subcategories in the categories of structural and 
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perpetuation should also be empirically evaluated. 
The personal category is also insignificantly related to 
lOR. This writer suggests that future model building pur­
suits redefine this category into two categories. First, the 
category reflecting personal components independent of the 
administrator's role should be formulated and evaluated 
empirically for its relationship to lOR. A second category 
would include subcategory variables determined by the 
organizational role of the administrator. This writer is un­
aware of past research linking personal components to inter-
organizational relations. While the present research indi­
cates a lack of significant causal relationships between 
personal components and lOR it does not seem advisable at this 
time in theory construction to disregard the personal com­
ponents. It should be noted that the personal category as 
measured in this dissertation assessed characteristics of 
administrative decision-makers. One possible interpretation 
for the lack of relationship between the personal category 
and IOR is that the decision-maker's major inputs are in 
determining organizational components reflected in the 
maintenance and perpetuation category. Thus another possible 
reconceptualization of the maintenance and perpetuation 
category is two conceptual areas: (1) those variables 
directly influenced by the administrator (such as organization­
al satisfaction) and (2) those variables less directly in­
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fluenced by one administrator (such as centralization). 
At this point the reader may be wondering how the re­
sults of traditional multiple regression would compare 
to the results from the category approach used in this 
dissertation. Data from a traditional multiple regression is 
presented for the reader's information (Appendix F)- It is 
not an objective of this dissertation to discuss the data. 
It is noted, however, that the only variables significantly 
related to IOR are formalization and service orientation. 
Evaluation of Alternative Methods of 
Composite Formation 
The hypothesis to be tested in this section of the dis­
sertation is: 
G.H.6: The method of combining the subcategory variables 
into a category of variables will influence the 
prediction of interorganizational relations. 
The hypothesis is empirically stated as: 
E.H.6: The empirical method of combining the sub­
category variables into a category of variables 
will influence the prediction of interorganiza­
tional relations. 
Tables 4.3, 4.4, 4.6 and 4.7 present data to test this 
hypothesis. Each table contains two kinds of data. The r 
and F values under the single variable heading indicate the 
contribution of each variable category when it is entered 
first in the regression equation. The values under the path 
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model heading indicates the contribution of each category 
when it is entered last in the regression equation. The 
partial beta values are those entered on the path lines in 
Figures 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6. In a causal framework all 
other variables are entered in the equation before a specific 
variable or category to determine if the specific category 
does have a causal relationship to the dependent variable. 
Thus, this discussion of the data in the tables will only 
include data under the path model heading. The data labelled 
single variables is presented for the reader's information. 
Five methods will be evaluated to test E.H.6. The 
first two methods are the usual methods used to form composites. 
The first method (Model C) adds unweighted and unstandardized 
variables together to form a composite. The second method 
(Model D) standardizes the variables and then adds variables 
together. The other three approaches allow for weighting by 
a criterion variable such as interorganizational relations. 
Regression analysis is used to determine the weights in 
the last three approaches. The third method weights 
variables within each category and retains these constant 
weights when forming a composite. The fourth method weights 
variables within and across categories and retains these 
constant weights when forming a composite. The fifth method 
forms a composite based on fluctuating weights of the variables 
as determined by the criterion variable of lOR. 
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Model C 
Evaluation of the causal model of interorganiza-
tional relations with unstandardized composites indi­
cates a significant causal relationship only between the 
maintenance and perpetuation category and lOR (Table 4.3). 
The contextual, processual, and personal categories are not 
significantly related to interorganizational relations. Only 
the path drawn between the maintenance and perpetuation 
category is empirically supported (Figure 4.3). 
The residual in Model C is .927. Comparing this value 
to the maximum residual value of 1.0 indicates that there are 
most certainly other variables which should be included in 
the model. The two negative R values between the processual 
and the personal categories also should be noted. The 
directional relationship between processual and personal 
categories and IOR was hypothesized in the wrong direction-
The theoretical interpretation of this relationship is that 
IOR causes the processual and the personal categories. A 
theoretical explanation of this relationship is unknown to 
this writer. 
Model D 
Evaluation of the causal model of interorganizational 
relations using standardized variables in forming the 
composite also indicates a significant causal relationship 
only between the maintenance and perpetuation category and 
103 
Table 4.3. Evaluation of the causal model of interorganiza-
tional relations based on composite approach of 
unstandardized variables (Model C) 
Variable 
Category 
Single Variable Path Model 
r (Beta) Partial Beta ,b,* 
Contextual .166 4.27 
Maintenance 
and perpetuation .354 22.00 
Processual -.117 2.19 
Personal -.170 4.60 
. 085 
.304 
•. 061 
. 072 
1.18 
13.77 
0.65 
0.84 
F/ 1 and 151 degrees of freedom. 
, 1 and 154 degrees of freedom. 
.05 level of significance = 3.91. 
I  Contextual 
Maintenance and 
Perpetuation 
I Processual I— 
.927 
/ 
Interorganizational 
Relations 
Personal 
Figure 4.3. Model C: Causal Model of Interorganizational 
Relations using R values based on composite 
approach of unstandardized variables 
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interorganizational relations (Table 4.4). The contextual, 
processual, and personal categories are not significantly 
related to lOR. 
The residual of .935 in Model D indicates additional 
variables should be included in the model (Figure 4.4). The 
negative relationship between the processual category and 
lOR is again difficult to explain theoretically. The 
proportion of variance explained by each variable category 
is similar between Models C and D. The contextual category 
explains three percent of the variance in Model C and four 
Table 4.4. Evaluation of the Causal Model of Interorganiza­
tional Relations based on composite approach of 
standardized variables (Model D) 
Variable 
Category 
Single Variable Path Model 
r(Beta) F*'* Partial Beta Fb'* 
Contextual .199 6.42 .099 1.46 
Maintenance and 
Perpetuation .323 17.87 .294 13.25 
Processual -.103 1.71 -.067 0-76 
Personal .016 0.31 .049 0.40 
1 and 151 degrees of freedom. 
^F, 1 and 154 degrees of freedom. 
* 
.05 level of significance = 3.91. 
\ 
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Maintenance and! .294" 
,Perpetuation {• 
.935 
/ 
-.067_ 
0' 
Interorganizational 
Relations 
I  Processual(— 
I Personal)^ 
Figure 4.4. Model D: Causal model of interorganizational 
relations using R values based on composite 
approach of standardized variables 
percent in Model D- The maintenance and perpetuation 
category explains fourteen percent of the variance in Model 
C and twelve percent in Model D. The variance explained by 
the processual category is fourteen percent in Model C and 
thirteen percent in Model D. The personal category explains 
five percent of the variance in Model C and four percent in 
Model D. 
Models C and D composite reliabilities 
In evaluating the reliability of a variable or variable 
composite the minimum of .60 is often used. Two of the catego­
ries, the maintenance and perpetuation and processual categories. 
106 
meet the minimum .60 level (Table 4.5). These two categories 
have a marginally acceptable consistency of measurement-
Reliability is being computed in the present analysis using 
coefficient alpha which is a measure of internal consistency. 
The significance of the reliability for the maintenance and 
perpetuation and processual categories indicates that the 
subcategories of variables in each category contribute 
eguivalently to the formation of the composites. This 
does not imply that a composite, such as the maintenance and 
Table 4.5. Reliability of composites based on unstandardized 
and standardized variables 
Variable Unstandardized Standardized 
Category Variables Variables 
Contextual .04 .13 
Maintenance and 
Perpetuation .69 .80 
Processual .66 .67 
Personal .35 .31 
perpetuation category, does not consist of more than one 
conceptual category. 
The contextual and personal categories do not have 
minimally acceptable reliabilities. The composites formed 
from standardized and unstandardized variables for the 
contextual and personal categories were formed from sub-
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categories of variables which are not internally consistent. 
Competitiveness and domain consensus should not have been 
combined into one conceptual category according to the 
reliability test. The variables in the personal category 
also do not contribute equally to the category. This supports 
the previous suggestion that a factor or cluster analysis 
should be performed in future research to determine if the 
personal category contains distinct conceptual areas. 
Model E 
Evaluation of the causal model of interorganizational re­
lations based on weighting within each category of variables 
also indicates a significant F value for only the maintenance 
and perpetuation category (Table 4.6). The contextual, proces-
sual, and personal categories are not significantly related to lOR. 
The residual of .836 is lower than the residuals for both 
Models C (.927) and D (.935) (Figure 4.5). A residual of 
.836 is still indicative that additional variables should be 
included in Model E. All of the causal relationships between 
categories of variables withlOR are positive, but only the 
maintenance and perpetuation and lOR relationship is signifi­
cant. 
The proportion of explained variance is higher in Model 
E for the maintenance and perpetuation, processual, and 
personal categories than the proportion of explained variance 
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in Models C and D. The variance explained and the lower 
residual value in Model E indicates that Model E is a better 
model for predicting IOR than Models C or D. The comparison 
of this first weighted regression approach to the more 
traditional composite approaches (Models C and D) provides 
support for General Hypothesis 6. The.method used to 
form a category of variables from subcategories does in­
fluence the prediction of lOR. Research which has formed 
composites from standardized or unstandardized have probably 
accounted for less explanation of the dependent variable 
than a weighted approach to composite formation. 
Table 4.6. Evaluation of the causal model of interorganiza-
tional relations based on composite approach of 
weighting variables within each category of 
variables (Model E) 
Variable 
Category 
Single Variable Path Model 
r(Beta) F*'* Partial Beta F^'* 
Contextual .199 6.42 .052 0.49 
Maintenance and 
Perpetuation . 511 54.39 .413 26.22 
Processual .227 8.28 .134 3. 71 
Personal . 330 18.84 .149 3. 82 
1 and 151 degrees of freedom. 
^F, 1 and 154 degrees of freedom. 
* 
.05 level of significance = 3.91. 
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I Contextual 
Maintenance and 
Perpetuation 
.836 
jprocessualj— 
.134. 
Interorganiaational 
Relations 
IPersonal 
Figure 4.5. Model E: Causal model of interorganizational 
relations using R values based on composite 
approach of weighting variables within each 
category of variables 
Model F 
The evaluation of the causal model of lOR using the 
approach of weighting variables within and between cate­
gories to form the composite indicates three significant 
causal relations (Table 4.7). The three paths which are 
empirically supported are between maintenance and perpetua­
tion, processual, and personal categories and interorganiza­
tional relations (Figure 4.6). The significant paths are 
hypothesized to exist under the composite approach in Model F 
because the influence of all subcategories of variables im­
pact the relationship of a specific category to lOR. Using 
weights based on all variables three of the categories are 
significantly related to lOR. In this composite approach 
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Table 4.7. Evaluation of the causal model of interorganiza-
tional relations based on composite approach of 
weighting variables within and between categories 
(Model F) 
^ Single Variable Path Model 
Variable * c—* 
Category r (Beta) F ' Partial Beta F ' 
Contextual .180 5.09 .091 1.64 
Maintenance and 
Per pe tua ti on -485 47. 31 .415 34. 50 
Processual .217 7. ,60 .160 5. ,56 
Personal .307 15. ,10 .214 9. ,48 
F,1 and 151 degrees of freedom. 
F,1 and 154 degrees of freedom. 
* 
.05 level of significance = 3.91. 
I Contextual!^ 
415 ^  Maintenance and 
Perpetuation 
. 8 2 6  
/ 
Interoganizational 
Relations 
IProcessual 
I Personal 
Figure 4.6. Model F: Causal model of interorganizational 
relations using R values based on composite 
approach of weighting variables within and 
between categories 
Ill 
only one degree of freedom is used for each category. The 
reduction in sum of squares is, therefore, significant for 
the three categories as compared to the overall category 
approach with larger degrees of freedom for each category. 
2 The total reduction (R ) is the same as for Model B using 
the category approach. 
The residual of .826 is the lowest residual among 
Models C, D, E, and F. Model F thus seems to allow for more 
precise delineation of the relevant model variables than do 
Models C, D, and E. The same variables, however, are included 
in all four models. The data seem to support the conclusion 
that forming a composite from variables weighted within and 
between categories reduces the residual error. 
Model B 
The final composite method allows for fluctuating 
variable weights based on the variable of lOR. The only sig­
nificant path is between the maintenance and perpetuation 
category and lOR (Table 4.2, Figure 4.2). The contextual, pro-
cessual, and personal categories are not significantly related 
to lOR in Model B nor were they in Models C, D, and E. 
The residuals in Models B and F are the same (.826). 
Both models allow for more precise delineation of the vari­
ables in the model than do Models C, D, and E. Given that the 
specific categories of variables are the same in all five 
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models and that a residual of .8 is usually considered high, 
it is concluded that the causal model of lOR does not include 
other variables needed to predict lOR. While many models are 
not completely specified as to all relevant variables, the 
data support that the causal model in this dissertation is 
quite unspecified. Additional subcategories of variables, 
especially if the contextual, procèssual, and personal cate­
gories are used, should be considered in future research. 
Comparison of five approaches 
Four of the composite methods support a significant 
causal relationship only between the maintenance and per­
petuation category and interorganizational relations (Table 
4.8). Weighting between and within categories results in 
significant causal relationships between the maintenance and 
perpetuation, processual, and personal categories and lOR. 
The comparison of the approaches has mainly focused on 
the significant path relationships between the categories and 
interorganizational relations. The magnitude of the residual 
2 
and the R (Table 4.9) can also be examined to indicate dif­
ferences between the approaches to composite formation. For 
example, the residual of .826 (Model B) is appreciably lower 
than the residual of .935 (Model D). The lower residuals in 
Models E, F and B as compared to the higher residuals in 
Models C and D indicate that the three methods which allow for 
weighting by only the variables in a specific regression 
Table 4.8. Comparison of F values based on alternative approaches to forming composites 
Approach^ 
Variable Category 
Model C; 
Unstandardized 
Model D: 
Standardized 
Model E: 
Within 
categories 
Model F : 
within and between 
categories 
Model B: 
weights 
fluctuate 
Contextual 1.88 1.46 0.49 1.64 0.05 
Maintenance and 
Perpetuation 13.77^ 13.25^ 26.22^ 34.50^ 2.39^ 
Processual 0.65 0.76 3.71 5.56^ 2.12 
Personal 0.84 0.40 3.82 9.48^ 0.88 
Unstandardized = using unstandardized variables; standardized = using standardized vari­
ables; within categories = using weights within each category; within and between categories = 
using weights within and between categories; and weights fluctuate = using fluctuating weights 
based on lOR. 
H 
H 
OJ 
tu 
^significant (see Tables 4.2, 4.3, 4.5, 4.6 and 4.7). 
Table 4.9. Differences in magnitudes based on alternative approaches to forming composites 
Approach^ 
Measure of 
Model C: Model D: Model E: Model F: Model B: 
Magnitude Unstandardlzed Standardized Within Within and between Weights 
categories categories fluctuate 
.141 .126, .301 .318 .318 
Residual .927 .935 .836 .826 .826 
^nstandardized = using unstandardlzed variables; standardized = using standardized vari­
ables; within categories = using weights within each category; within and between categories = 
using weights within and between categories; and weights fluctuate = using fluctuating weights 
based on lOR. 
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equation (Models E, F and B) give different results than 
2 
weighting by the traditional procedures (Models C and D). R 
may also be used as the measure of magnitude. Examination of 
2 R also shows differences between the weighting approaches. 
It is not an objective of this dissertation to discuss 
why alternative composite approaches result in different sig­
nificant causal relationships. In evaluating tlie sixth 
general hypothesis, the data do indicate that the method of 
composite formation influences the prediction of lOR. 
Empirical Hypothesis 6 is supported. 
The data indicate that weighted approaches to composite 
formation result in lower residual values than do composites 
formed from standardized and unstandardized variables. A 
lower residual may be interrupted in at least two ways. First, 
a lower residual may indicate less measurement error. Second, 
a lower residual may indicate more of the variables predicting 
the dependent variable were included. Because Models B, C, D, 
E, and F utilized the same variables it is this writer's sug­
gestion that Models B, E, and F, which use weighted variables, 
more precisely weight the variables as they should be weighted 
in predicting lOR. The high residual in all models (at least 
.826) indicates additional variables should be included in 
future research directed at developing a causal model of inter-
organizational relations. 
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CHAPTER V. IMPLICATIONS 
The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the findings 
which appear to this writer to be especially relevant for the 
development of theory and research in the study of inter-
organizational relations. The types of implications to be 
discussed are: (1) specific implications for theory; (2) 
specific implications for methods; and (3) general implica­
tions for future research. 
Implications for Theory 
The general objective of this dissertation is to 
construct a causal model for predicting and understanding 
interorganizational relations using categories of variables. 
Only one of the categories, the maintenance and perpetuation, 
is significantly related to lOR in all five methods of 
composite formation. This finding suggests that the category 
of maintenance and perpetuation might be emphasized in future 
causal models of ICR. The significance of one category in 
predicting lOR suggests that interorganizational theory 
might be advanced by using conceptual categories, rather 
than specific variables to predict lOR. The use of 
categories is a more abstract level than the use of specific 
variables. A higher level of abstraction may allow for 
greater predictability of the variable of lOR and may allow 
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theorists, researchers, and practitioners a firmer basis 
for generalization. 
Two of the categories, contextual and processual, hy­
pothesized to be causally related to interorganizational re­
lations were each based on only two subcategories of vari­
ables. In future theoretical developments of a causal model 
of lOR more subcategory variables should be included in each 
category- This will serve two purposes. First, the 
reliability of each category will be increased with the addi­
tion of more subcategories. Second, more subcategories 
should provide more extensive representation of the con­
ceptual domain identified as a category of variables. One 
possible explanation for the insignificance of three cate­
gories as related to lOR is that the category was not ade­
quately represented by the subcategory variables used. Open 
systems theory is considered by this writer to be an es­
sential approach to interorganizational relations. It 
seems the environment (i.e., contextual) and the character­
istics of the organization must be included in predicting 
lOR. 
In Chapter II, the Theoretical Orientation, it was speci­
fied that the maintenance and perpetuation category included 
both structural variables and variables which contributed to 
the perpetuation of the organization. Both types of sub­
category variables were specified as part of the same category 
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because they represent inherent characteristics of the 
organization. One theoretical implication of the analysis 
presented in Chapter IV, the Findings, is that the total 
organizational system, including the environment with 
other organizations, and the persons who fulfill organiza­
tional roles, should be more rigorously specified. Thus, 
this writer suggests that the maintenance and perpetuation 
category be divided theoretically into at least two cate­
gories: (1) the structural; and (2) perpetuation variables. 
The contextual and processual categories should receive 
attention in theoretical developments focusing on the total 
organizational system. Other variables which may represent 
each contextual area should be drawn from existent theoreti­
cal works on lOR. 
The personal category was specified as reflecting 
individual components which might causally affect lOR. A 
theoretical implication of the lack of significance of the 
personal category being causally related to ICR is that 
individual components might involve more than one conceptual­
ly distinct area. For example, theory might indicate two 
individual component categories: (1) organizationally role 
determined; and (2) independent of organizational role. 
The personal category was measured by responses from 
administrators. The open systems theory, as applied to 
individual components, would suggest that the client members 
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should also be included in examining one or more conceptual 
areas concerned with individuals in the organization. Thus, 
three types of individual components might be involved in 
theoretical developments in lOR: (1) organizational ad­
ministrators; (2) client members in formal decision-making 
positions; and (3) client members without formal decision­
making positions. 
A final theoretical implication is that interorganiza-
tional relations might be conceptualized as more than the 
number of joint programs. IOR is also a conceptual area and 
measuring it by one indicator ignores the theoretical work 
(i.e., Klonglan, Paulson, and Rogers, 1972) which indicates 
that lOR might be measured as a composite. 
Implications for Methods 
The findings in Chapter IV indicated that the method 
of composite formation influences the empirical relationship 
between the dependent and independent variables. Alternative 
research purposes may require the use of alternative methods 
of composite formation. It is generally, however, suggested 
by this writer that weights for each independent variable 
(i.e., subcategory variable) be based on the dependent vari­
able as a criterion variable. The most desirable composite 
approach is viewed by this writer to be allowing for 
fluctuating weights for each independent variable based on the 
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dependent variable. This approach seems most desirable be­
cause it most accurately assesses the relationship of an 
independent variable to the dependent variable. 
A second methodological implication is that the unique 
contribution of each independent variable (i.e., category 
variable) should be evaluated. The personal category was not 
significantly causally related to lOR using four of the 
five composite formation methods. The personal category, how­
ever, explained ten percent of the variance in interorganiza-
tional relations. Consideration of the unique contribution 
suggests whether a particular variable should be considered 
in future model construction. 
Finally, the causal model of lOR constructed and eval­
uated in this dissertation should be tested with data other 
than used herein to determine if it is empirically supported. 
Data from other than health related organizations should be 
especially meaningful in testing the model to determine if 
other types of organizations evidence different variables 
affecting lOR than do health organizations. 
General Implications 
Two additional general implications for future research 
are suggested by this writer. 
First, the relationships between each variable category 
and interorganizational relations should be controlled by 
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alternative organizational hierarchical levels. Data from 
local, county, district, state, region, and nation should be 
used to test the model. 
Second, alternative types of organizations should be 
used to evaluate the model. Existent typologies (see Chapter 
II) or new organizational typologies may indicate differing 
relationships between variable categories and lOR. In the 
attempt to build a causal model of interorganizational rela­
tions data from different types of organizations should be 
applied to facilitate the generalizability of a model. 
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CHAPTER VI. SUMMARY 
The dissertation will be summarized by reference to the 
objectives stated in Chapter I. 
Objective 1 was: To develop categories (conceptual areas) 
of variables predictive of lOR and to present a rationale for 
the inclusion of each category» In Chapter II complex organiza­
tion theory and open system theory were discussed as a basis 
for interorganizational relations theory. Out of previous 
research and from organizational components suggested by the 
open systems perspective three variable categories were 
developed and a rationale presented for their inclusion as 
predictors of ICR: (1) contextual category; (2) maintenance 
and perpetuation category; and (3) processual category-
Chapter II also included discussions of boundary person­
nel characteristics and the influence of the individual on the 
organization. Using this theoretical base a fourth variable 
category, the personal, was developed. 
Objective 2 was: To delineate specific subcategory vari­
ables representative of a variable category. Following the 
discussion in Chapter II of the variable categories the 
subcategory variables in each category were delineated. 
The subcategory variables were not submitted as exhaustive 
of the subcategory variables in each category, rather, the 
subcategory variables were assumed to represent their 
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respective conceptual area, i.e., contextual, maintenance and 
perpetuation, processual or personal. 
Objective 3 was: To develop a causal model of lOR in 
which lOR is predicted from the categories of variables. In 
Chapter II causality was discussed and applied through the 
development of a causal model of interorganizational relations. 
The variable categories of contextual, maintenance and per­
petuation, processual, and personal were hypothesized to be 
causally related to interorganizational relations. 
Objective 4 was: To suggest alternative approaches for 
empirically combining subcategory variables into a category. 
Each of the four categories was identified as a composite. 
Five alternative approaches were suggested for forming 
composites. The first two approaches are the usual methods 
for forming composites. The first approach added together 
variables with unstandardized weights. In this approach, 
variables were weighted by variances. The second approach 
added variables together, but divided by the standard devia­
tion. This approach resulted in composites based on stan­
dardized variables. The other three approaches allowed for 
weighting by the criterion variable of interorganizational 
relations. The third approach weighted on each category of 
variables and used these weights when comparing across 
categories. The fourth approach weighted on the total 
regression for all variables in the categories. Approaches 
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three and four kept the weights constant once they were 
determined. The fifth approach allowed the weights to 
continually fluctuate based on the relationship of each 
subcategory variable with lOR. 
Objective 5 was: To evaluate the relationship of each 
variable category to lOR. The specific measures of each 
subcategory variable and the data sources were presented 
in Chapter 3. In Chapter IV correlation analysis was used 
to test the relationship between each variable category and 
interorganizational relations (see G.H.I, G.H.2, G.H.3., and 
G.H.4). All categories were significantly related to 
lOR. 
The total of the unique contribution of the four 
categories explained forty-six percent of the variance in 
interorganizational relations. Twenty-six percent of the 
variance was explained by one conceptual area, the maintenance 
and perpetuation, which had eleven subcategories. Twenty 
percent of the variance was explained by combining the con­
textual, processual, and personal categories. These three 
categories contained eleven subcategories altogether. 
Objective 6 was : To evaluate the causal model of inter­
organizational relations, using empirical results from alter­
native composite approaches. The causal relationship between 
the contextual, processual, and personal categories was not 
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supported using composite approaches one, two, three and 
five. The fourth approach of weighting variables within and 
between categories indicated significant causal relationships 
between the maintenance and perpetuation, processual, and 
personal categories and lOR. The analysis discussed in 
Chapter IV indicated that the total causal model of inter-
organizational relations was not supported (see G.H.5 and 
G.H.6). The approach used to form the composite did in­
fluence the resultant causal model. 
Objective 7 was : To discuss theoretical, methodological, 
and general implications of the findings. The discussion in 
Chapter V focused on these implications. It was suggested 
that the most empirical support is provided for using the 
maintenance and perpetuation category in future causal models 
of interorganizational relations. It was also suggested 
that support was provided for using categories, rather than 
specific variables, to predict lOR. 
The implication was stated that other categories and 
reformulations of the categories used in the dissertation 
should be considered. Also, the inclusion of a larger 
number of subcategory variables in each variable category 
was suggested. 
The composite approaches allowing for weighting by a 
criterion variable were suggested as most appropriate for 
combining subcategory variables into a category. The approach 
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of allowing for fluctuating weights for each independent 
variable based on IOR was evaluated as most desirable because 
it allowed for the most accurate relationship assessment. 
It was also suggested that data from other empirical 
arenas be applied in the development of a causal model of 
interorganizational relations. Data from alternative organiza­
tional hierarchical levels and data from alternative types of 
organizations were suggested for use in future developments 
of a causal model of lOR. 
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APPENDIX A. DETAIL OF ORGANIZATIONAL UNITS STUDIED 
Organization State 
(Voluntary) 
Blue Cross 1 
Blue Shield 1 
Cancer Society 1 
Cerebral Palsy 1 
Congress of Parents 
and Teachers 1 
Easter Seal Society 1 
Heart Association 1 
Mental Health 
Association 1 
Retarded Children 
Association 1 
Tuberculosis and 
Respiratory 
Disease Association 1 
District County Total 
0 0 1 
0 0 1 
4 6 11 
10 2 
0 0 1 
0 8 9 
2 8 11 
0 0 1 
0 0 1 
2 8 11 
(Public) 
Aging and Chronic 
Illness 1 
Community Health 
Service 1 
Comprehensive Health 
Planning 1 
Division of Rehabili­
tation, Education 
and Services 1 
Health Department 1 
Public Instruction 1 
Social Services 1 
University Extension 1 
(Professional) 
Dental Association 1 
Education Association 1 
Farm Bureau 2 
Hospital Association 1 
Medical Society 1 
National Farmers 
Association 1 
0 0 1 
4 9 14 
0 0 1 
4 0 5 
0 0 1 
0 0 1 
2 8 11 
2 7 10 
3 0 4 
0 0 1 
5 8 15 
0 8 9 
3 7 11 
0 0 1 
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Organization State 
(Professional 
Continued) 
Nurses Association 1 
Nursing Home Associa­
tion 1 
Osteopathic Society 1 
Pharmaceutical 
Association 1 
School Board Associa­
tion 1 
(Interorganizational ) 
Associated Health 
Organizations 1 
Association for Health, 
Physical Education 
and Recreation 1 
Health Council 1 
Health Planning 
Council 1 
Interagency Council on 
Smoking and Health 1 
Regional Medical 
Program 1 
District County Total 
3 0 4 
0 0 1 
3 0 4 
3 0 4 
0 0 1 
0 0 1 
0 0 1 
0 0 1 
2 0 3 
0 0 1 
0 0 1 
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APPENDIX B. DETAIL OF VARIABLE CODING 
AND FREQUENCY OF RESPONSES 
Appendix B presents the coding for the dissertation 
variables. "Original coding" is based on the closed end 
responses delineated on the interview schedule and is the 
coding used in previous project analysis (Klonglan and 
Paulson, 1971). "Dissertation coding" is the recording for 
each variable for purposes of this dissertation analysis. For 
some variables the "no response" codes were recorded to the 
median response. This was done to keep all 156 cases in the 
analysis. It was evaluated as more desirable, given the type 
of multiple regression analysis used herein, to have the maxi­
mum number of possible cases, even though there would be some 
bias from assigning the median responses. Generally, the data 
included little mining data and thus the results are assumed 
to be minimially influenced by the assignment of median 
responses. The decisions on the dissertation coding were based 
on examination of the frequencies of original codes on each 
variable. The dissertation coding was developed under the 
supervision and direction of Dr. Richard Warren, Iowa State 
University Statistician and sociologist. 
Also presented in Appendix B are the frequencies of 
responses on each variable. The mean and standard deviation 
for each variable are also included. 
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Interorqanizational Relations (number of joint programs) : 
Original coding: 
0 = No response 
1 = No 
2 = Don't know 
3 = Yes 
8 = Question applies but no response 
9 = Question does not apply 
Dissertation coding: 
0 /  1 /  2 ,  8 ,  9 = 1 =  N o  j o i n t  p r o g r a m s  
3 = Yes, had joint programs 
Computed variable: 
Based on summing positive responses for each 
organization across the 18 organizations for which the 
item was asked. 
Variable Values Frequency Relative Frequency (percent) 
17 3 1.9 
18 12 7.7 
20 9 5.8 
21 2 1.3 
22 5 3.2 
23 1 0.6 
24 9 5.8 
25 1 0.6 
26 37 23.7 
27 1 0.6 
28 23 14.7 
30 17 10. 9 
31 1 0. 6 
32 10 6.4 
33 1 0.6 
34 11 7.1 
143 
(Continued) 
Variable Values Frequency Relative Frequency (percent) 
36 2 1. 3 
37 1 0.6 
38 3 1.9 
40 2 1.3 
41 1 0.6 
42 1 0.6 
44 1 0.6 
48 2 1.3 
156 100.0 
Mean = 27.50 
Standard deviation = 6-00 
CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES: 
Domain Consensus; (agreement that other organizations should 
be involved in smoking programs) 
Original and dissertation coding: 
1 = Definitely should not 
2 = Probably should not 
3 = Not sure or no response 
4 = Probably should 
5 = Definitely should 
Computed variable : 
Respondents were divided into the three groups from 
each of the two multi-county areas and the state level-
The responses within each group were totalled for each 
organization that respondents were asked to rank and a 
mean for each organization was obtained. The mean was 
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multiplied by ten and rounded to the nearest whole 
number. This is the domain consensus score which was 
then assigned to all organizational units of a specific 
organization within each of the multi-county areas 
and the state. Only state respondents were asked about 
Blue Cross, Blue Shield and Division of Aging and 
Chronic Illness. The Blue Cross and Blue Shield 
score was given to both Blue Cross and Blue Shield. 
The Division of Aging and Chronic Illness received the 
median of all domain consensus cases. These scores 
were then grouped into the following categories : 
1 = 26-32 (low) 
2 = 33-39 (low-medium) 
3 = 40-46 (medium-high) 
4 = 47-50 (high) 
Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
1 35 22.4 
2 38 24.4 
3 41 26.3 
4 _4_2 26.9 
Total 156 100.0 
Mean = 2.58 
Standard deviation = 1.11 
Competitiveness ; (feeling that organizations compete 
for resources) 
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Original coding; 
0 = No response 
1 = No 
2 = Little 
3 = Quite a bit 
8 = Question applies but no response 
9 = Question does not apply 
Dissertation coding: 
0, 8, 9, = 1 = No competition 
2 = Little 
3 = Quite a bit 
Computed variable : 
Positive responses (codes 2 ,  3) across the 18 
organizations about which this item was asked were summed. 
The negative (code 1) responses to the 18 organization were 
subtracted from 18. The final competitiveness score was 
based on dividing the number of the positive responses 
by 18 minus the number of negative responses. 
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Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
0 102 65.4 
3 1 0.6 
4 6 3.8 
5 2 1.3 
6 5 3.2 
7 5 3.2 
8 1 0.6 
9 1 0.6 
10 5 3.2 
11 2 1.3 
19 18 11.5 
20 7 4.5 
23 1 0.6 
Total 156 100.0 
Mean = 4.46 
Standard deviation = 7.27 
MAINTENANCE AND PERPETUATION VARIABLES: 
Complexity ; (number of paid assistants) 
Original coding; 
00 = No paid assistant 
02 1 paid assistant 
03 = 2 paid assistants 
04 = 3 paid assistants 
05 = 4 paid assistants 
06 = 5 paid assistants 
07 = 6 paid assistants 
08 = 7 paid assistants 
09 = 8 paid assistants 
10 = 9 paid assistants 
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Original coding;(continued) 
11 = 10 paid assistants 
12 = 11 paid assistants 
13 = 12 paid assistants 
14 = 13 paid assistants 
15 = 14 paid assistants 
16 = 15 paid assistants 
17 = 16 paid assistants 
18 = 17 paid assistants 
19 = 18 paid assistants 
20 = 19 paid assistants 
77 = No response 
Dissertation coding: 
Same as original except 77 was recoded to 0 
Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
0 93 59-6 
2 16 10.3 
3 19 12.2 
4 5 3.2 
5 1 0.6 
6 1 0.6 
7 8 5.1 
8 4 2.6 
9 4 2.6 
10 1 0.6 
11 2 1.3 
12 1 0.6 
20 1 0.6 
tal 156 100.0 
Mean = 1.97 
Standard deviation = 3.24 
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Centralization ; (number of paid executives) 
Original coding: 
0 = No paid executive person 
1 = One executive person 
2 = Two executive persons 
3 = Three executive persons 
Dissertation coding; 
0 = No paid executive person 
1 = Has executives 
Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
0 69 44.2 
1 _82 55.8 
Total 156 100.0 
Mean = 0.56 
Standard deviation =0.50 
Formalization : (organization having rules and policies 
written out) 
Original coding: 
Each of the three items was originally coded: 
1 = Not exists 
2 = Exists 
7 = No response 
8 = Applies but no response — State Schedule 
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Dissertation coding: 
1 = All three exists 
2 = Two of three exists 
3 = One of three exists 
4 = None of three exists 
Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
1 38 24.4 
2 25 16.0 
3 21 13.5 
4 72 46.2 
Total 156 100.0 
Mean = 2.81 
Standard deviation = 1.25 
Effectiveness : (overall effectiveness of organization) 
Original coding : 
1 = Strongly disagree 
2 = Mildly disagree 
3 = No opinion 
4 = Mildly agree 
5 = Strongly agree 
7 = No response 
9 = Don't know 
Dissertation coding: 
Codes 1-5 same as above, 7, 9 were recoded to the 
median of 3 
150 
Computed variable: 
On the basis of face validity responses across the 
ten items were summed for the measure of effectiveness-
Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
17 1 0.6 
18 2 1.3 
19 3 1.9 
20 7 4.5 
21 3 1.9 
22 5 3.2 
23 8 5.1 
24 8 5.1 
25 8 5.1 
26 5 3.2 
27 7 4.5 
28 11 7.1 
29 10 6.4 
30 15 9.6 
31 6 3.8 
32 10 6.4 
33 8 5.1 
34 5 3.2 
35 6 3.8 
36 5 3.2 
37 3 1.9 
38 5 3.2 
39 5 3.2 
40 3 1.9 
41 2 1.3 
42 1 0.6 
43 3 1.9 
50 1 0. 6 
L1 156 100.0 
Mean = 29.58 
Standard deviation = 6.29 
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Communication ; (frequency of higher and lower organiza 
tional levels communicating) 
Original coding for each item: 
00 = No communication 
01 = About once a year 
02 = About once every three months 
03 = About once a month 
04 = About once every three weeks 
05 = About once every two weeks 
06 - About once a week 
07 = About twice a week 
08 = About once a day 
09 = Several times a day 
Dissertation coding for each item: 
00 = No communication 
01 = About once a year 
02 = About once every three months 
03 = About every three to four weeks 
04 = About twice a month 
05 = About every week 
08 = About twice a week 
10 = About once a day 
12 = Several times a day 
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Computed variable ; 
Responses were summed across the two items. 
Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
0 3 1.9 
2 2 1.3 
3 3 1.9 
4 14 9.0 
5 17 10.9 
6 16 10.3 
7 11 7.1 
8 9 5.8 
9 9 5.8 
10 10 6.4 
11 8 5.1 
12 10 6.4 
13 11 7.1 
14 9 5.8 
15 2 1.3 
16 7 4.5 
17 5 3.2 
18 10 6.4 
Total 156 100.0 
Mean = 9.38 
Standard deviation = 4.63 
Size ; (total paid staff) 
Original coding; 
The actual number of paid persons was coded. 
77 = No response 
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Dissertation coding: 
01 = One paid person 
02 = Two paid persons 
03 = Three paid persons 
04 = Four paid persons 
05 = Five paid persons 
06 = Six paid persons 
07 = Seven paid persons 
08 = Eight paid persons 
09 = Nine paid persons 
10 = Ten paid persons 
11 = Eleven to fifteen paid persons 
12 = Sixteen to twenty paid persons 
13 = Twenty-one to fifty paid persons 
14 = Fifty-one to ninety-eight paid persons 
00, 77 were recoded to median of 1 
Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
82 
9 
6 
11 
9 
3 
2 
2 
4 
1 
52.6 
5.8 
3.8 
7.1 
5.8 
1.9 
1.3 
1.3 
2 . 6  
0 . 6  
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(Continued) 
Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
12 
13 
14 
5 
5 
7 
10 
3.2 
3.2 
4.5 
6.4 
Mean = 4.15 
Standard deviation =4.48 
Goal specification (clarity with which goals defined) 
Original coding: 
1 = Very unclearly defined 
2 = Somewhat unclearly defined 
3 = Don't know 
4 = Somewhat clearly defined 
5 = Very clearly defined 
Dissertation coding; 
Codes 1, 2 ,  4 and 5 remained the same 
Code 3 was recoded to the median of 4 
Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
1 
2 
4 
5 
8 
15 
55 
78 
5.1 
9.6 
35.3 
50.0 
Total 156 100.0 
Mean = 4.15 
Standard deviation = 1.15 
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Goal modification; (organizational changes been made or 
expect changes to be made) 
Original coding for each itarr. : 
1 = No 
2 = Yes 
Dissertation coding; (combined variable) 
1 = Yes, past and future changes 
2 = Either past or future changes 
3 = Neither past or future changes 
Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
1 68 43.2 
2 35 22.4 
3 __52 34.0 
Total 156 100.0 
Mean = 1.90 
Standard deviation = 0.88 
Resource level: (sufficiency of budget) 
Original coding: 
0 = Does not apply 
1 = Not enough 
2 = Almost but not quite enough 
3 = About enough 
4 = More than enough 
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Dissertation coding : 
0 recoded to median of 2 
Codes 1, 2 ,  3 ,  and 4 remained the same 
Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
1 
2 
3 
4 
36 
50 
56 
14 
23.1 
32.1 
35.9 
9.0 
Total 156 100.0 
Mean = 2.31 
Standard deviation = 0.93 
Service orientation: (number of services provided) 
Original coding: 
1 = No 
2 = Yes 
7 = No response 
9 = Don't know 
Dissertation coding: 
1 = No 
2 = Yes 
7 , 9  = Recoded to median of 2 
Computed variable : 
Responses were summed across all items and divided 
by the number of items. 
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Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
16 15 9.6 
17 9 5.8 
18 13 8 . 3  
19 8 5.1 
20 15 9.6 
21 21 13.5 
22 20 12.8 
23 19 12.2 
24 6 3.8 
25 8 5.1 
26 5 3.2 
27 4 2.6 
28 4 2.6 
29 2 1.3 
30 1 0.6 
31 6 3.8 
Total 156 100.0 
Mean = 21.57 
Standard deviation = 3.75 
Organizational satisfaction: (effectiveness of organiza­
tion in serving people) 
Original coding; 
1 = No 
2 = Yes 
7 = No response 
9 = Don * t know 
Dissertation coding ; 
1 = No 
2 = Yes 
7, 9 = recoded to median of 2 
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Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
1 
2 
38 
118 
24.4 
75.6 
Total 156 100.0 
Mean = 1.76 
Standard deviation = 0.43 
PROCESSUAL VARIABLES: 
Intraorganizational coininitment : (commitment to work 
alone on programs re­
lating to smoking) 
Original and dissertation coding: 
Items a and B: 
0 = No response 
1 = No 
2 = Don't know 
3 = Yes 
Items c and d: 
0 = No response 
1 = No to both items^ 
2 = Yes to one item and no to the other item 
3 = Yes to both items 
Responses to items c and d were combined into one 
weighting system. Thus, the final measure consists of 
11 items from the original items c and d plus 2 
^"Both items" means item 1 from both c and d, item 2 
from c and d, etc. 
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items (a and b). 
Variable values Frequency Relative frequency 
13 15 9.6 
14 6 3.8 
15 10 6.4 
16 9 5.8 
17 8 5.1 
18 12 7.7 
19 9 5.8 
20 8 5.1 
21 10 6.4 
22 7 5.5 
23 12 7.7 
24 10 6.4 
25 7 4.5 
26 6 3.8 
27 6 3.8 
28 7 4.5 
29 4 2.6 
30 3 1.9 
31 3 1.9 
32 1 0.6 
33 1 0.6 
34 1 0.6 
35 1 0.6 
Total 156 100.0 
Mean = 20.88 
Standard deviation = 5.40 
Interorganizational commitment; (commitment to work with 
other organizations on 
programs relating to 
smoking) 
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Original and dissertation coding: 
Items a and c: 
G = No response 
1 = No 
2 = Don't know 
3 = Yes 
Item b; (for each item 1-8) 
0 = No response 
1 = Would not be willing 
2 = Not sure 
3 = Would be willing 
Responses to the eight individual items in item b, 
plus responses to items a and c were summed. 
Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
10 3 1.9 
11 1 0.6 
12 4 2.6 
13 2 1.3 
14 2 1.3 
15 1 0.6 
16 3 1.9 
17 5 3.2 
18 5 3.2 
19 5 3.2 
20 6 3.8 
21 7 4.5 
22 14 9.0 
23 16 10.3 
24 23 14.7 
25 24 15.4 
26 21 13.5 
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(Continued) 
Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
27 4 2.6 
28 8 5.1 
29 1 0.6 
30 1 0.6 
Total 156 100.0 
Mean = 22.49 
Standard deviation = 4.25 
PERSONAL VARIABLES: 
Age : (chronological age) 
Original and dissertation coding: 
Raw scores were used 
Variables values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
23 1 0.6 
25 1 0.6 
26 2 1.3 
27 1 0.6 
28 2 1.3 
29 2 1.3 
30 2 1.3 
31 7 4.5 
32 2 1.3 
34 5 3.2 
36 6 3.8 
37 2 1.3 
38 5 3.2 
39 3 1.9 
40 3 1.9 
41 3 1.9 
42 3 1.9 
43 4 2.6 
44 6 3.8 
45 1 0.6 
46 8 5.1 
47 1 0.6 
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(Continued) 
Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
48 10 6.4 
49 4 2.6 
50 10 6.4 
51 6 3.8 
52 5 3.2 
53 2 1.3 
54 3 1.9 
55 5 3.2 
56 2 1.3 
57 2 1.3 
58 6 3.8 
59 5 3.2 
60 5 3.2 
61 2 1.3 
62 2 1.3 
63 6 3.8 
65 3 1.9 
66 1 0.6 
67 2 1.3 
68 1 0.6 
71 Î 0.6 
72 1 0.6 
73 1 0.6 
74 1 0.6 
Total 156 100.0 
Mean = 47.72 
Standard deviation = 11.46 
Education; (years of formal education) 
Original and dissertation coding: 
Raw scores were used. 
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Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
8 1 0.6 
9 1 0.6 
11 1 0.6 
12 16 10.3 
13 11 7.1 
14 9 5.8 
15 10 6.4 
16 28 17.9 
17 23 14.7 
18 21 13.5 
19 12 7.7 
20 12 7.7 
21 6 3.8 
22 2 1.3 
23 2 1.3 
25 1 0.6 
Total 156 100.0 
Mean = 16.44 
Standard deviation = 2.91 
Marital status; (present marital status) 
Original coding; 
1 = Married 
2 = Widowed 
3 = Divorced 
5 = Single - never married 
Dissertation coding; 
1 = Married 
2 = Not married 
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Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
1 
2 
131 
25 
84. 0 
16.0 
Total 156 100.0 
Mean = 1.16 
Standard deviation = 0.37 
Social status ; (total yearly income) 
Original coding: 
00 = No income 
01 = 1-999 
02 ^  1,000-1,999 
03 = 2,000-2,999 
04 = 3,000-3,999 
05 = 4,000-4,999 
06 = 5,000-5,999 
07 = 6,000-6,999 
08 = 7,000-7,999 
09 = 8,000-8,999 
10 = 9,000-9,999 
11 = 10,000-10,999 
12 = 11,000-11,999 
13 = 12,000-12,999 
14 = 13,000-13,999 
15 = 14,000-14,999 
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16 = 15,000-19,999 
17 = 20,000-24,999 
18 = 25,000-29,999 
19 = 30,000-34,999 
20 = 35,000 and over 
77 = No response 
88 = Does not apply 
99 = Don't know 
Dissertation coding: 
77 and 99 recoded to median of 13 
88 recoded to 00 
Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
0 8 5.1 
1 6 3.8 
2 1 0. 6 
3 4 2. 6 
4 3 1.9 
5 1 0.6 
6 5 3.2 
7 5 3.2 
8 8 5.1 
9 8 5.1 
10 11 7.1 
11 14 9.0 
12 9 5. 8 
13 8 5.1 
14 6 3. 8 
15 6 3- 8 
16 18 11.5 
17 6 3.8 
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(Continued) 
Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
18 7 4.5 
19 8 5.1 
20 9.0 
Total 156 100.0 
Mean = 11.77 
Standard deviation = 5.77 
Social participation: (number of organizations boundary 
person belongs to) 
Original and dissertation coding : 
1 = NO 
2 = Yes 
3 = Don * t know 
Computed variable: 
The sum of 2 "yes" responses was totalled for each 
respondent. 
Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
1 2 1. 3 
2 4 2. 6 
3 6 3.8 
4 12 7. 7 
5 12 7. 7 
6 17 10.9 
7 16 10. 3 
8 11 7.1 
9 6 3. 8 
10 12 7. 7 
11 16 10.3 
12 14 9. 0 
13 8 5.1 
14 7 4. 5 
15 7 4.5 
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(Continued) 
Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
16 2 1.3 
17 1 0.6 
18 . . 2 1.3 
23 1 0.6 
Total 156 100.0 
Mean = 8.79 
Standard deviation = 4.04 
Community stability; (length lived in community) 
Original and dissertation coding; 
Raw scores for number of years was used. 
Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
0 4 2.6 
1 7 4.5 
2 10 6.4 
3 10 6.4 
4 12 7.7 
5 7 4.5 
6 3 1.9 
7 4 2.6 
8 5 3.2 
9 3 1.9 
10 6 3.8 
11 4 2.6 
12 3 1.9 
13 1 0.6 
14 1 0.6 
15 3 1.9 
16 1 0.6 
17 2 1.3 
18 5 3.2 
19 5 3.2 
20 6 3.8 
21 3 1.9 
22 2 1.3 
23 6 3.8 
24 2 1.3 
25 4 2.6 
168 
(Continued) 
Variable values Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
26 1 0.6 
27 2 1.3 
28 2 1.3 
32 4 2.6 
35 3 1.9 
36 1 0.6 
37 2 1.3 
38 2 1.3 
40 2 1.3 
43 4 2.6 
44 2 1.3 
45 1 0.6 
46 1 0.6 
48 1 0.6 
50 1 0.6 
51 2 1.3 
53 1 0.6 
54 2 1.3 
55 1 0.6 
58 1 0.6 
59 1 0.6 
Total 156 100.0 
Mean = 17.51 
Standard deviation = 15.53 
Dissonance; (incongruence between smoking behavior and 
attitude about smoking) 
Original coding; 
Item a; 
1 = Strongly disagree 
2 = Mildly disagree 
3 = No opinion 
4 = Mildly agree 
5 = Strongly agree 
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Item b; 
1 = Never smoked 
2 = Exsmoker 
3 = Current, attempted to stop 
4 = Current, never attempted to stop 
Dissertation coding; 
Attitude Behavior New Code 
1,3 1,2 0 
5 1,2 0 
1,3 3,4 0 
4 1,2 1 
4 3 2 
5 3 3 
4 4 3 
5 4 4 
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APPENDIX C. INTERCORRELATIONS OF ALl 
VARIABLES 
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Variable values 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
Total 
Mean = 0.94 
Frequency Relative frequency (percent) 
84 53.8 
34 21.8 
4 2.6 
31 19.9 
3 1.9 
156 100.0 
Standard deviation = 1.24 
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APPENDIX C. INTERCORREIATIONS OF ALL SUBCATEGORY 
VARIABLES 
Table C.l. Intercorrelations of all subcategory variables 
CO 
M c (U 0 C m C c 
C -H o (0 o o 
0) •P -H <u •H •H 
> >1 (0 4J c -p 4J m •iH N <0 <u (S (0 
3 -H -H N > o o 
m •H X rH -H -H -H -H 
c C +J 0) 13 (—i -P C H-l 
-H 0) 0} 1-4 S U D -H lO m cw A +> (U <D f-4 o 
E C s S C «w N 10 (U 
O O o o Q) o IM O -H O ft 
a u u o U (X4 H U m u œ 
Domain consensus 1.000 
Competitiveness .072 1.000 
Coiiç>lexity -.164 .068 1.000 
Centralization -.223 .165 .529 1.000 
Formalization .017 .027 .023 .360 1.000 
Effectiveness — .166 .089 .122 .113 .059 1.000 
Communication 
-.176 .269 .262 .566 .294 .251 1.000 
Size -.176 .143 . 865 .618 .116 .171 .404 1.000 
Goal specification .106 -.018 .056 .116 .122 .328 .186 .062 1.000 
Goal modification .215 -.320 .373 .496 .195 .346 .433 .468 .168 
Resource level .146 -.137 .244 .360 .127 .254 .204 .314 .010 
Service orienta­
tion 
-.207 .089 .493 -491 .195 .044 .418 .571 .029 
Organizational 
satisfaction -.095 .143 .218 .186 .072 .253 .170 .239 .119 
Intraorgamizational 
commitment .154 -.050 -.175 —. 086 -.006 -.058 -.165 -.199 .035 
Interorganizational 
commitment .034 —. 066 .042 .005 .029 .059 -.056 -.029 -.056 
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Education .146 .007 .058 .024 .217 .042 .067 .055 -.160 
Mcirital status .072 .008 .079 .178 -.173 .071 .134 .122 .018 
Social status .115 -.067 .237 .128 .280 .026 .002 .253 -.085 
Social partici­
pation .124 .017 .027 -.074 .088 -.084 -.114 .032 .069 
Community stability .998 .056 -.313 -.024 .059 -.184 -.253 -.354 .040 
Dissonance -.004 .010 .088 .261 -.057 .030 .133 .137 -.152 
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Goal 
Modification 
Resource 
Level 
Service 
Orientation 
Organizational 
Satisfaction 
Intraorganizational 
Commitment 
Interorganizational 
Commitment 
Age 
Education 
Marital 
Status 
Social 
Status 
Social 
Participation 
Community 
Stability 
Dissonance 
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APPENDIX D. BI-VARIATE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN SUBCATEGORY 
VARIABLES AND INTERORGANIZATIONAL RELATIONS 
Subcategory 
Variable 
(Contextual) 
Domain consensus 
Competitiveness 
(Maintenance and 
Perpetuation) 
Complexity 
Centralization 
Formalization 
Effectiveness 
Communication 
Size 
Goal specification 
Goal modification 
Resource level 
Service orientation 
Organizational 
satisfaction 
Interorganizational 
commitment 
Correlation 
with lOR 
-.144 
.147 
-.172 
.172 
.031 
.217 
.034 
.272 
041 
334 
,307 
.158 
088 
190 
Evaluation of Bi—Variate 
Relationship* 
Not significant 
Not significant 
Significant if negative 
relationship 
hypothesized 
Significant if positive 
relationship 
hypothesized 
Not significant 
Significant if positive 
relationship 
hypothesized 
Not significant 
Significant if positive 
relationship 
hypothesized 
Not significant 
Significant if positive 
relationship 
hypothesized 
Significant if positive 
relationship 
hypothesized 
Significant if positive 
relationship 
hypo the sized 
Not significant 
Significant if negative 
relationship 
hypothesized 
*Significant at .05 level of significance = .158. 
175  
Subcategory 
Variable 
(Personal) 
Age 
Education 
Marital status 
Social status 
Social participation 
Community stability 
Dissonance 
Correlation 
with IOR 
. 2 3 4  
3 8 0  
- . 0 5 5  
- . 3 1 4  
- . 1 0 3  
. 3 2 9  
. 1 1 5  
Evaluation of Bi-Variate 
Relationship* 
Significant if positive 
relationship 
hypothesized 
Significant if positive 
relationship 
hypothesized 
Not significant 
Significant if negative 
relationship 
hypothesized 
Not significant 
Significant if positive 
relationship 
hypothesized 
Not significant 
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APPENDIX E. INTERCORRELATIONS BETWEEN SUBCATEGORY 
VARIABLES IN EACH VARIABLE CATEGORY 
Contextual Category: 
Domain consensus Competitiveness 
Domain consensus 1.000 
Competitiveness .072 1.000 
Average inter-item correlation = .072 
Table El. Maintenance and perpetuation category 
Conçlexity Centralization Formalization Effectivenes 
Complexity 1.000 
Centralization .529 1.000 
Formalization .023 .360 1.000 
Effectiveness .122 .113 .059 1.000 
Communication .252 .566 .294 .251 
Size .866 .618 .116 .171 
Goal 
Specification .056 .116 .122 .328 
Goal 
Modification .373 .496 .195 .346 
Resource 
Level .244 .360 .127 .254 
Service 
Orientation .493 491 .195 .044 
Organizational 
Satisfaction .218 .186 .072 .253 
Average inter-item correlation = -262 
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. . . Goal Resource Service orgainization 
communication Size Specifi- Modifi- Orienta- satisfaction 
cation cation tion 
1.000 
.404 1.000 
.186 .062 1.000 
.433 .468 .168 1.000 
.204 .314 .010 .266 1.000 
.418 .571 .029 .375 .199 1.000 
.170 .239 .119 .233 .005 .238 1.000 
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Processual Category; 
Intraorgani zational Interorganizational 
Commitment Commitment 
Intraorgani zational 
Commitment 1-000 
Interorganizational 
Commitment .505 1.000 
Personal Category; 
Age Educa- Marital Social Social Commun- Disso-
tion Status Status Partie- ity nance 
ipation Stab. 
Age 1. 000 
Education -. 116 1.000 
Marital 
Status 035 —. 006 1.000 
Social 
Status -. 101 .682 -.134 1.000 
Social 
Participation . 111 .249 -.037 .247 1.000 
Community 
Stability 554 -.170 -.005 -.156 .067 
Dissonance -. 064 .009 .162 .089 -.087 1.000 
Average inter-item correlation = .059 
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APPENDIX F. SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES USING TRADITIONAL 
MULTIPLE REGRESSION^ 
Variable Beta F* 
(Contextual) 
Domain consensus -.026 0.11 
Competiveness .085 1.00 
(Maintenance and 
Perpetuation) 
Complexity -.089 0.34 
Centralization .175 2.20 
Formalization .260 8.76 
Effectiveness -.005 0.00 
Communication -.031 0.10 
Size .121 0.49 
Goal specification -.029 0.12 
Goal modification -.112 1.25 
Resource level .058 0.50 
Service orientation .236 5.36 
Organizational satisfaction -.091 1.22 
(Processual) 
Intraorganizational commitment -.175 3.82 
Interorganizational commitment .141 2.47 
(Personal ) 
Age .007 0.01 
Education .054 0.24 
Marital status .060 0.57 
Social status .066 0.30 
Social participation -.001 0.00 
Community stability -.162 2.47 
Dissonance -.058 0.55 
^Specific variables, not controlled by variable category, 
are tested for their relationship to interorganizational 
relations. 
F value, .05 level of significance, 1 and 133 d.f. = 
3.92. 
